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PREFACE

This Report is a product of Rand's study of performance contracting in educa-
tion. The study is s oonsored by the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation,
U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, under Contract No. HEW-0S-
70-156.

Case Studies in Educational Per -mance C'ontracting comprises six volumes.
Each is a self-contained study; together they provide a multifaceted view of perform-
ance contracting. The six volumes are:

1. R-900/1-HEW, Conclusions and Implications, by P. Carpenter and
G. R. Hall

2. R-900/2-HEW, Norfolk, Virginia, by P. Carpenter
3. R-900/3-HEW, Texarkana, Arkansas and Liberty-Eylau, Texas, by

P. Carpenter, A. W. Chalfant, and G. R. Hall
4. R-900/4-HEW, Gary, Indiana, by G. R. Hall and M. L. Rapp
5. R-900/5-HEW, Gilroy, California, by M. L. Rapp and G. R. Hall
6. R-900/6-HEW, Grand Rapids, Michigan, by G. C. Sumner

This st1.-.1v is the second of three Rand Reports on the subject. The first Report
was J. P. Stucker and G. R. Hall, The Performance Contracting Concept in Education,
The Rand Corporation, R-699/1-HEW, May 1971. The third Report will be a per-
formance contracting guide intended for use by educational officials.



SUMMARY

For over ten years, national attention has been drawn to the State of Virginia's
efforts to restructure public education to meet the expectations of the Federal Gov-

ernment with regard to school integration Although these efforts initially focused
on black students, there was a growing awareness that there were both black and
white students throughout the state who were educationally disadvantaged. A few
years ago, the Virginia State Department of Education engaged the Bureau of
Research in the School of Education at the University of Virginia to undertake an
extensive study of the educational needs of Virginia's public school students. This
study highlighted the educational deficiencies of students not only in the inner cities
but in the rural regions of the state.

The availability of Federal funds for compensatory education through Title I of
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, coupled with the rising popularity
of performance contracting as a possible route to improved student ixchievemont,
encouraged the Virginia State Department of Education to embark um m an exten-
sive performance contracting program for the 1970-71 school year. The program
ultimately funded was directed at improving the reading skills of Title I students
in seven Virginia school divisionsthree in the Appalachian region, three in rural
south-central Virginia, and the Norfolk City Schools. The program was evaluated
'ay the Bureau of Research at the University of Virginia; Learning Research Associ-
ates (LRA), a subsidiary of Universal Education, Incorporated, provided the instruc-



tional elements of the program, and Education Turnkey Systems had a contract to
supply management support to the State Department of Education and the school
divisions.

This Report describes the p.ogram in Norfolk, presents its results, and draws
some inferences from the Norfolk experience for the utility of performance contract-
ing as a means for improving education.

The students selected to participate ir the Norfolk program were from grades
7-9 in one junior high school and from grades 4-6 in one elementary school. These
schools were in the inner city and had an ai most entirely black student population;
the faculties were racially mixed. Although the students in the program were
academically among the poorest in the city, there were other inner city schools
whose students were doing at least as poorly. In particular, students at one junior
high school who were in the regular remedial reading program, funded under Title
I, were even poorer readers than were junior high students in the program.

LRA provided the training and materials for conducting an individualized pro-
gram of instruction in reading to the program teachers, who were former Title I
reading teachers. The individualization consisted primarily of determining each
student's strengths and weaknesses in reading by means of a diagnostic test, and
assigning the materials that would remedy the weaknesses uncovered. A set of
objectives in word attack, vocabulary, and reading comprehension had been devised,
along with a rich variety of materials keyed to the objectives. The emphasis was on
teaching basic reading skills; reading comprehension was not as heavily stressed,
especially at the elementary level, because of the severe deficiencies of the students,
some of whom were essentially illiterate.

Observations of student activities in the program classrooms in the late spring,
compared with observations of regular classroom activities, verified that the teach-
ers had succeeded in aLering the method of instruction to a surprising degree.
Students managed their own work with little difficulty and gave evidence of enjoying
what they were doing. Regular classroom teachers believed that program students
had becalm? more interested in reading and had gained competence. Many teachers
were envious of the wealth of materials to be found in LEA's reading centers (al-
though the regular remedial reading rooms were fully as well endowed).

Despite the evident improvement in classroom atmosphere, however, the re-
sults of the final testing were disappointing. At the junior high level, students gained
in reading achievement only about as much as they had been gaining in the past.
What was worse, the post-test scores of students at the elementary level were, in



many instances, even lower than the pre-test scores. he reason for this unhappy
result may have been a mismatch between the content of the instructional program
and the cantent of the standardized tests used to measure its effectiveness. The
heavy emphasis on word-attack skills was a natural first step in remedying severe
reading deficiencies, but tests of word-attack skills, which must be administered
orally, were not included in the standardized tests used because of difficulties of
ad ministration.

That the elementary students actually had reached the program objectives was
demonstrated by a sampling of student mastery of these objectives in interi 1 tests
of performance on assigned objectives. These tests indicated that students had mas-
tered an average of over 85 percent of the objectives assigned them. However,
because there was no pre-test of these objectives, there is no way to prove that the
program was responsible for these results.

The program used an indepehdent evaluator to assure the integrity of test
results, but also thereby thwarted the full use of evaluative data. Program personnel
did not participate in the selection and administration of tests, so that the mismatch
between test and program content at the elementary level was not readily apparent
An interim evaluation report might have pinpointed this difficulty as well as other
problems of an administrative nature.

The actual cost of the program to LRA, Education Turnkey Systems, and the
Bureau of Research at the University of Virginia was not divulged to Rand. What
it would cost the Norfolk City Schools to implement the program as part of their
regular compensatory curricula is of greater interest, however. A comparison of a
rough estimate of this cost with a similar estimate of the cost of the existing r -medial
reading program funded under Title I suggests that LRA's approach would cost some
25 percent less. Since the two programs are probably of at least equal effectiveness
(or will he if the ccutent balance at the elementary level is improved), the LRA
program appears to be a promising alternative for Norfolk. Two steps are nowbeing
taken that may correct the deficiencies of the 1970-71 program: restructuring the
content at the elementary level for a better balance between word-attack skills and
reading comprehension, and the use of a more interactive evaluation that will
contribute directly to the improvement of the program as it develops.

The Norfolk program demonstrated that performance contracting does not au-
tomatically solve the deeply rooted problems of compensatory education. In fact, the
mechanism of performance contracting can introduce difficulties in the development
of effective instructional programs: in Norfolk, the need to maintain test security

vii



virtually denied the use of evaluative data for program improvement during the
crucial implementation phase. Tying contractor payment to students' scores on tests
also highlighted the problems of test selection and administration.

There were some positive features, however, and they were sufficiently attrac-
tive io encourage the Norfolk City Schools to expand the LRA approach during the
1971.72 school year. First, the performance contract brought talent from outside of
the school system to bear on a serious educational problem. A considerable amount
of time and money had already gone into the development of the LRA rystem
money that ':ame from publishers and others in the education industry. The fruits
f a-1k investment were made available to Norfolk.

Perhaps more important, outsiders working under a guarantee of reward for
good performance seemed to be able to operate more freely than could people with
established roles in the schoo; environment. The improved emotional atmosphere
within the reading centers probably had a strong impact or, everyone who observed
the program. This atmosphere was largely a result of LRA's emphasis on student
self-direction and was implemented in the reading centers in a surprisingly short
time.

In sum, radical departures from customary practice were adopted and are being
extended in Norfolk's target schools.

viii
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I. INTRODUCTION

This Report describes the performance contracting program in Norfolk, Vir-
ginia, during the 1970-71 school year. Norfolk was one of seven school divisions'
participating in a performance contracting program for teaching reading, sponsored
by the Virginia State Department of Education. The other participantsschool
divisions in Wise County, Dickenson County, and Buchanan County (often referred
to as "Southwest"), and in Prince Edward County, Mecklenburg County, and Lunen-
burg County (often referred to as "Southside-)are shovrn in Fig. I. These divisions
were chosen by the State Department of Education to provide a representative
sampling of the state's Title I schools. The program students in Norfolk and South-
side were primarily black, those in Southwest primarily white.

Besides the State Department of Education and the school divisions, the Bureau
of Research in the School of Education at the University of Virginia at Charlottes-
ville participated in the program as the independent evaluator, Education Turnkey
Systems contracted to p-ovide management support, and Learning Research Associ-
ates, a subsidiary of Universal Education, Incorporated, provided the instructional
elements.

This Report begins with descriptions of Norfolk and the Norfolk School Divi-
sion. It then describes the program schools and their surrounding neighborhoods,
and regular classrooms in the program schools and in the remedial reading program

' In Virginia, a school division is equivalent to a school district in other states.
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funded under Title I. The latter description provides a basis for comparison with the
contract reading centers.

The program plan is then analyzed and the parties to the contract (other than
the Norfolk School Division) are described. The history of the program as it actually
developed is then treated in some detail, concluding with an assessment of the
outcomes of the program as well as its costs.

A final section presents some conclusions as to the impacts of the program on
the Norfolk School Division.



I . THE NORFOLK SCHOOL DIVISION

Norfolk is an Atlantic seaport in the southeastern corner of Virginia (see Fig.
I). In 1970, Norfolk's population was about 300,000 with about 28 percent black.2
Its outstanding harbors make it an ideal port and naval base, and most of the key
installations of the U.S. Navy's Atlantic Fleet are in the area. The port and naval
installations provide major support for the area's economy. The Federal Govern-
ment employed 17 percent of working civilians in the Norfolk-Portsmouth Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Area in June 1971.3 This results in a relatively stable
economy and moderate rate of unemployment compared with other cities of similar
size. In June 1971, 5.1 percent of the Norfolk-Portsmouth civilian labor force was
unemployed.

Even so, about 30 percent of Norfolk's families (not including single-person
families) had an annual income of less than $3000 in 1965; thus, there was a sizable
population below the poverty line. In addition, of persons 25 years old or older, about
27 percent had less than an eighth-grade education in 1966.4 As with other cities in
its class, aggregate data characterizing Norfolk are misleading, since they tend to

2 U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1970 Census of Population, General Popula-
tion Characteristics, Advance Report PC(V2)-47, Virginia, 1971.

5 T'rends in Employment Hours and Earnings, Virginia and Standa rd Metropolitan Areas, Vol. 21,
No. 7, Division of Research and Statistics, Virginia Department of Labor and Industry in cooperation with
U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Richmond, Virginia, July 1971.

Neighborhood Analysis, Norfolk City Planning Commission, August 1957.



understate the magnitude of the problems that exist in the inner city areas. These
problems are discussed at greater length in Sec. III.

The Norfolk School District comprises three senior high schools including
grades 9 through 12, two senior high schools including grades 10 through 12, ten
junior high schools including grades 7 through 9, and 61 elementary schools includ-
ing various combinations of grades 1 through 6. Total "membership"' as of the end
ofJanuary 1971 was about 54,000 students, with about 23,000 in secondary schools
and 31,000 in elementary schools. Total enrollment for the 1970-71 school year
(students who have entered school during the school year) was about 59,000 students
to that date, indicating a net loss of about 5,000 students during the school year.
Table 1 presents statistics on student enrollment provided by the central adminis-
tration of the school division.

The central administration of the Norfolk School Division controls the budget,
the hiring and firing of teachers, and the specifications of curriculum. Budget re-
quests are submitted by building principals, and in general, money is allocated on
a per-pupil or a per-teacher basis. Building principals, of course, exercise some
degree of control over the teaching styles of classroom teachers, depending on their
personal ways of running their schools. Thus, a fair degree of autonomy can exist
at several levels in the system even though the eel-, Al administration holds the
purse and personnel strings.

Norfolk spends about $41 million a year on its public schools, or about $750 per
student. Of this, $20 million is supplied from the city, $13 million from the state,
and $8 million from the Federal Government.6 The Federal Government supplies
considerably more support (about 19 percent of the total) for public education in
Norfolk than the national average of around 7 percent, primarily because Norfolk
receives about $4 million as a Federally impacted area. Since the per-pupil cost for
Virginia as a whole is around $700, one might conclude that Norfolk is contributing
relatively less to its public schools in light of its ability to pay. Norfolk ranked 26th
out of 35 Virginia cities in terms of equivalent true tax rate in 1968.7

The direct avenues for community control of the schools that exist in other
big-city school districts seem to be lacking in Norfolk. Citizens cannot express their

Students who are actually in school at the time the roll is taken or who are presumed to be in school
and not to have dropped from the rolls.

Financial and Statistical Data, Norfolk City Schools, December 1970.
Equivalent true tax rate = (local expenditure0 ÷ (wealth per child based on values of real estate

and public service corporations). Facing Up: Statistical Data on Virginia's Public Schools, State Depart-
ment of Education, Richmond, Virginia, January 1970.



Table 1

SUMMARY OF ENROLLMENT AND MEMBERSHIP REPORT
OF SCHOOL BOARD OF THE CITY OF NORFOLK,

JANUARY 31, 1971

Grade

Membership on Roll, January 31 Total
Membership
1970-71Secondary Elementary

1-3 -- 15,267 15,267
4-6 -- 14,035 14,035

7 3,498 1,276 4,774
8 4,543 4,543
9 4,195 -- 4,195

10 3,705 3,705
11 3,486 -- 3,486
12 2,801 -- 2,801

S.E.a 300 672 972

Total 22,528 31,250 53,778

Enrollment A.D.A.b
School Level 1970-71 1970-71

Secondary 24,384 19,760
Elementary 34,408 28,721

Total 58,792 48,481

88pecial education.
b
Average daily attendance.



views through school bond elections or votes on changes in basic tax rates. Instead,
the schools depend for their financing on the city council, through which their
budget goes and from which city taxes are meted out. The city council sets the tax
rate and is accountable to the citizens c ily through the election of council members.
The council finances buildings and operations through bonds floated within their
existing bonded indebtedness. Even Federal funds for public education must at least
formally pass through the city council.

The school board is appointed by the city council rather than elected by the
citizens of Norfolk; therefore, citizens cannot directly influence its composition. The
board only sets general policy and leaves the administration of the schools to the
staff of the school division. The Education Association of Norfolk, the only group
representing Norfolk teachers, works directly with the board in support of teachers'
interests. There is apparently no teachers' group expressing independent opposition
to school board policies as is found in cities with teachers' unions.

The foregoing may partly reflect a general lack of concern with the public
schools in the community at large, a conclusion supported by opinions expressed by
a dozen or so school and community leaders, building principals, and teachers. In
the past, students whose families could afford it attended private schools; families
of students in the public schools were less involved with the content and quality of
education than with other aspects of schooling. The most salient example is the
intense concern of the community with the continuing process of school integration,
which has radically altered the school system during the past year. In 1959, the
Norfolk City Schools were closed in compliance with the State of Virginia's "massive
resistance" efforts toward school integration. The case has been in court ever since,
but progress in integration was slow.

As of April 1970:

All secondary schools in the city have racially mixed student bodies. The
longer range plan calls for making the racial balance in secondary schools
the same as that in the rest of the cityabout 70% white and 30% black.. ..
Thirty-five out of 54 elementary schools have racially mixed student bodies.
Student bodies are 100% black or white only where reasonable school dis-
tricts cannot he drawn to include housing occupied by both races."

8 Model Cities' Second Year Plan, Model Cities Agency. U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development, Norfolk, Virginia, April 1970.



Before the beginning of the 1970-71 academic year, school district boundaries
were redrawn, students were to be bussed across district boundaries, and faculties
in all schools were altered to attain a racially mixed staff. At Campostella, (one of
the comparison schools in the performance contracting program) only six former
teachers remained out of a staff of 25. Bussing of students was compulsory, and
parents had to pay $5 a month for each child bussed. This worked an obvious
hardship on poor families with large numbers of children. It also caused considera-
ble disruption in some schools (apparently depending in large part on the leadership
in particular schools) and in some cases resulted in the departure of white students
from the Norfolk public schools to private schools or elsewhere. After a relatively
stable membership that peaked at around 56,000 students in 1969-70 (see Table 2),

Table 2

TRENDS IN MEMBERSHIP, NORFOLK CITY SCHOOLS

School Level 1965-66 1966-67 1967-68
a

1968-69 1969-70
_b

1970-71-
b

Total Secondary 20,511 20,102 21,134 21,683 23,444 22,538
Total Elementary 33,496 33,448 32,893 32,393 32,398 31,250

Total 54,007 53,550 54,027 54,076 55,842 53,778

aMembership as of June of academic year. Taken from Thwollment ad
Membership Report, School Board of the City of Norfolk (periodical).

Membership as of January of academic year.

1970-71 saw a drop of about 2000 students, "probably 70 percent of whomare white,"
according to one official. That desegregation may be having an effect on the number
of whites with school-age children iii Norfolk is also suggested by the recent census
figures, which give the Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA) of Norfolk
a total black population of about 28 percent, but indicate that nearly 39 percent of
the population in the 5 to 14 age group is black.9 The fact that the total black

° Bureau of the Census, op. cit.



population of the Norfolk-Portsmouth area is about 25 percent, while only 23 per-
cent of the population in the 5 to 14 age group is black, indicates that the former
figures do not simply reflect a propensity of blacks to larger fainilies.

Norfolk provides kindergarten only under Federal funding; instruction in read-
ing (except as part of language arts) in the later elementary grades (4 through 6) is
also provided solely by Federal funds under Title I of the ESEA and Model Cities.
Students are usually not held back more than two years in a single grade, although
"social promotions" are not explicitly supported by division policy. It is not unusual,
however, to find students who are relatively older than their peers in the upper
grades. For example, nearly 55 percent of the eighth-grade students in the reading
program at Campostella Junior High were one or more years older than the normal
14. The minimum age at which a student may legally leave school in Virginia is 17.

There are still remnants of the former Norfolk tracking system in which the
guidance counselors placed students in either regular, "modified" (i.e., below aver-
age), or accelerated classes. The "modified" track has been abolished in some schools
on the basis that it tended to perpetuate segregation.

After the third grade, students study language arts (based on Roberts' series of
English texts), arithmetic, social studies, and science, with additional time for physi-
cal education, music, and other activities. Beginning in the seventh grade, students
can choose from a wide variety of electives such as home economics, Spanish or
French, metalwork, electrical work, woodwork, business, mechanical drawing, art,
or band. Remedial reading programs under Title I are available in all Title I schools,
but are provided to relatively few students. In addition, a program for "teaching
reading in the content areas" is provided at the target junior and senior high level,
also under Federal financing. This program trains subject-matter teachers to use
their subject as vehicles for teaching reading; reading is not taught as such, however.
It is not too surprising, therefore, that many tudents, particularly those blacks wht
do not use so-ealled "standard English" in the home, remain functionally illiterate
throughout their progress through school. For example, the median score achieved
by 30 percent of the lowest-scoring seventh-graders on the comprehension section
of the Iowa Silent Reading test given in March 197010 was equivalent to grade 4.1
in terms of national norms.

1° Group Testing Annual Report, 1969-70, Norfolk City Schools, August 1970.



III. SCHOOLS IN THE PERFORMANCE CONTRACTING
PROGRAM

Four Norfolk schools participated in the performance contracting program
two elementary and two junior high. All four schools are in inner-city neighbor-
hoods, shown in Figs. 2 and 3. At the elementary level, students in grades 4, 5, and
6 at St. Helena formed the treatment group, while students in the same grades at
Young Park were used for a comparison group; students in grades 7, 8, and 9 at Jacox
Junior High were selected for the treatment group, while the cemparison group was
drawn from the seventh grade at Campostella Junior High.

The socioeconomic conditions in the neighborhoods surrounding the four
schools are quite similar, although both of the comparison schools (Young Park in
particular) draw from populations of somewhat poorer status than the treatment
schools. This conclusion is supported by data presented in the Neighborhood Analy-
sis" and summarized in Table 3. (Computations for Table 3 are displayed in the
Table of Appendix D.) Only those Planning Districts" that are predominantly black
were used because the program students were black, with only a few exceptions. A
school survey in 1970 provided percentages of students from "low-income" (< $3000?)
families as follows: St. Helena (treatment) 57 percent; Young Park (comparison) 69
percent; Jacox (treatment) 54 percent; Campostella (comparison) 71 percent. Thus,

" Norfolk City Planning Commission, op. cit.
'2 Geographical divisions used by the Norfolk City Planning Commission (see Figs. 2 and 3).

. 10
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'loth of the comparison schools drew from lower-level income families than did the
treatment schools.

In writing about the Model Neighborhoods Area, in which the program schools
are found, Model Cities personnel had this to say:"

The . . area is populated with groups of people who have traditionally
accounted for the lowest family incomes in our societyblacks, elderly fami-
lies, families on welfare, f iale heads of households. Each of the neighbor-
hoods . . has a high black to white ratio ..." The current average formal
education level ... is two grades below the city average, and the functional
or actual educational gap is estimated to be much wider.

Thus, even the fact that over half of the adult population in 1966 has had less than
an eighth grade education does not truly reflect the ability of the residents to
compete in the job market, because as noted before, students who literally cannot
read are common in the later elementary grades. Their progress through school is
justified by their ability to remember material taught orally.

Much of the above situation is generational and is rooted both in past
discrimination patterns and the results of those patterns and other factors
working over a long period of time. The general nature of the local employ-
ment market and the residents' abilities to compete in that market are
examples. The regional economy is wide in terms of variety of available job
opportunities but it is not very deepthere are always jobs available, but
not in great quantities as in regions dominated by heavier industry, and the
jobs that do become available in any quantities at all are either in the -upper
reaches," requiring significant amounts of education and/or experience, or
at the other end of the scale, requiring little education, skill or work experi-
ence and offering little psychological or cash compensations.

. . . student achievement levels as measured by a variety of standard
testing procedures are low in comparison with achievement levels of stu-
dents in other schools around the city. . . . The proportion of Model Neighbor-
hood Area high school students going on to higher education is estimated at
about 1/4, while almost 1/2 of students from schools in the rest of the city
do so . . .

Model cities Agency, op. cit.
'4 One hundred percent in some neighborhoods.
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Norfolk households increased by 20,250 from 1950 to 1968, but again a
significant drop in the rate of increase is evident, as 13,600 occupied housing
units were added during the 1950's versus 6,650 during the 1960s . ..As in
the Model Neighborhood Area, Norfolk's slowdown has been accompanied
by a continuing racial shift in housing occupancy. White household in-
creases in Norfolk during 1950-68 outgained Negro household increases
(10,900 to 9,750), but almost all of the white increases (10,400) occurred
during the 1950s while two-thirds of the Negro gains (6,150) occurred during
the 1960s.

From the time [of] the first public school integration in 1964 until 1968,
vacancy levels in the white occupied housing inventory have been above
normal and housing occupancy shifts from white to black c;curred at a
record rate in Norfolk. The fastest changing Neighborhood Areas contained
the worst housing in terms of age and conditions, were in close proximity to
redevelopment activities and were the easiest accessible to low- and moder-
ate-income families facing a shortage of standard units. Housing areas with
small changes in racial occupancy were those located away from inner city
concentrations of ill-housed low-income negroes and which had public school
integration of less than 30 percent initially.'5

Except for Jacox Junior High, the program schools were relatively unaffected
by the 1970-71 school year desegregation plans. The student bodies of both St.
Helena and Campostella were all black, although the facilities were mixed. Young
Park Elementary is in the middle of a housing project, and its students were also
all black, with mixed faculty. Jacox, however, is near the edge of the black area
downtown and was supposed to draw white students from an area nearby (see Fig.
3). The expected total enrollment for Jacox was to be 1300 students, 800 of whom
were to be white. Instead, only about 300 of the whites to be transferred to Jacox
actually enrolled, and there was trouble at the school throughout the year. Extracur-
ricular activities were reduced in order to minimize opportunities for trouble, the
PTA was disbanded, student dances were forgone, and recess periods stopped. School
and community leaders did not, however, take the case of jacox as proof that
integration would not work in Norfolk, because there was little trouble at Booker
T. Washington, an integrated senior high in the Jacox area. In fact, some of the same
parents who had children at Jacox strongly supported Booker T. Washington.

" Model Cities Agency, op. cit.
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Discipline was a minor problem a both of the elementary schools, and most
troubles were not of a serious nature. This was not true at the junior high level,
where suspensions were common. Although records of referrals and suspensions are
kept, thc information is extremely difficult to retrieve, being filed alphabetically in
special folders. Rand personnel discussed the records for some of the treatment
students at Jacox with the Assistant Principal, but he (and we) felt that it was not
possible to determine whether the apparently improved attitude of a few of the
students was attributable to the program or to social maturation.

Some characteristics of students in the program schools are summarized in
Table 4. Both of the treatment schools are considerably smaller than the schools
from which comparison gToups were drawn. In fact, St. Helena is so small that
essentially the entire fourth, fifth, and sixth grades were needed to supply the 125
students for the program. At Jacox, however, only about a seventh of the students
were in the program.

The table demonstrates that the students in both the comparison and treatment
schools are different in several ways from the average for Norfolk. Absence rates are
higher at both the junior high and elementary levels, and IQs and reading scores
are lower. In fact, the reading scores for St. Helena and Young Park may be decep-
tively high, since the lowest score attainable on the SRA test is 3.1F The lower net
loss for the program schools appears anomalous at first hand; however, this may be
a reflection of the lower mobility for the black population than for Norfolk as a
whole.

The . . . brief profile of a predominantly low-income, black population with
a significant proportion of elderly households concentrated in one area is
important in terms of mobilityi.e., the population's continued occupancy
of an area of marginal living conditions vs the abilities of groups within it
to move somewhere else. Mobility rates developed by Hammer, Greene, Siler
and Associates by race and income levels indicate that as a whole, blacks are
less mobile than their white counterparts and that low-income blacks are
least mobile of all. Model City blacks fall into the lowest mobility categories
the significant number of elderly households adds to the general immobil-
ity of the low-income population, since their needs are fairly static and
habits set."

'7 Science Research Associates, Multi-Level Test, Form C, Blue Level Teacher's Handbook, Science
Research Associates, Chicago, Ill., 60611.

16 Model Cities Agency, op. cit.
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The most striking difference between the treatment and comparison schools is the
very low loss rate at Young Park. This is probably because most ef these students
live in the Young Park public housing development, which may discourage mobility.

The classroom teachers at the program schools are mostly white, married
women who have from 5 to 10 years of teaching.experience. Those interviewed all
had bachelor's degrees, by and large earned at nearby colleges and universities such
as Old Dominion University in Norfolk or Virginia State College in Petersburg. Most
of the teachers were also engaged in furthering their education, frequently by taking
graduate-level courses at Old Dominion University.

Both of the building principals for Jacox (treatment) and Campostella (compari-
son) junior highs are male and black; St. Helena's (treatment) is male and white;
Young Park's (comparison) principal is female and black. This small sample is
indicat_ .e of the extent of desegregation in Norfolk, at least within the staff of the
school division.

The regular (nontreatment) classes observed at the elementary level at St.
Helena and Young Park contained about 25 students. The classroom teacher taught
the same group of students for about 6 hours, with breaks for rest and lunch and
with some relatively free time in the classroom during which other teachers con-
ducted special ac':ivities such as music or physical education. Teachers sizired aides
who assisted them by grading papers and performing other services. The teaching
method most frequently observed was teacher-directed class discussion and oral
drill, sometimes focusing on a media presentation such as a filmstrip. Teachers
seemed almost to avoid working with the printed pagepossibly because of the
mismatch between the materials provided and student reading capabilities. For
example, the fifth grade used Roberts' English for the fifth gradefar too so-
phisticated for children with almost no reading skill. The rooms at St. Helena ap-
peared to be better furnished and equipped than those at Young Park, which seemed
to be an older or less well-maintained school.

Teachers of academic subjects at the junior high level carried four classes with
an average enrollment of about 30 students per class. In addition th-ay had a confer-
ence period for planning their work, previewing films, and so on, and they had other
assignments such as hall duty or serving as a lunchroom supervisor. The teaching
method was agFin teacher-directed class discussion and oral drill. Teachers tried to
individualize instruction to some extent by grouping students by ability level for
work at their desks, but full individualization was impossible because of the range
of abilities to be accommodated and the lack of materials and equipment to fit this

18



range. Even in "accelerated" classes at the junior high level, there were students
who lacked basic reading skills. Some teachers supplemented regular texts with
special materials in an effort to fill the gap between materials written for the
students' grade level and their true academic skills.

.44.%

_
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IV. OTHER READING PROGRAMS IN NORFOLK
TITLE I SCHOOLS

In addition to the pe... formance contracting program, Title I funds are being
used to finance two oth2r reading programs in the Norfolk schools. These will be
described briefly because they are being compared with the performance contracting
program. One is ersentially a remedial reading program conducted at both the
elementary and unior high levels. This is closest to the performance contracting
program in infrnt because its objective is to improve student reading skills; there-
fore the remedial reading programs at Jacox and St. Helena were replaced by the
performance contracting program.

The other reading program is aimed at teaching reading by stressing that skill
in the '..:eurse of regular classroom teaching of academic subjects such as social
studi,:s. Termed "teaching reading in the content areas,- the program is provided
at junior and senior high schools. Although this program is not as close in objective
to the performance contracting program, it could be more effective in improving
reading comprehension because of its stress on that skill. Jacox retained its program
for teaching reading in the content areas.

In general, classes in remedial reading are smallon the order of 10 to 12
students per classand contain children from several grades. Reading teachers
carry a total load of about 60 students, somewhat less than half the number of
students instructed he, a teacher in the performance contracting program. At the
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elementary level, the teacher handles six classes a day, four days a week, with one
day for planning. Like other elementary teachers, she has a half-hour for lunch and
short breaks between classes. During her planning day, other students who are
having difficulties often come to her for help. At the junior high level, the reading
teacher teaches five periods of reading and has one period for planning, during
which time students Aso come for additional help.

Rooms for remedial reading are considerably smaller than regular classrooms
and are somewhat less formally furnished. Students often work around tables or in
small groups. A large Variety and number of books, workbooks, filmstrips, kits, and
games are available, supplied by Title I funds. In one class, students were working
with a Hoffman teaching machine.

The teaching method used seems to be largely contingent on the individual
teacher's approach. One teacher used teacher-directed, small-group instruction al-
most exclusively, drawing on only a few of the materials available. Another ar-
ranged for each student to work relatively independently, drawing from a wide
variety of materials as needed. Neither teacher had devised a system whereby each
student could get and return materials as he needed them and could check his own
progress. This is probably why the more "individualized" classroom looked disor-
derly and "inefficient," in terms of the amount of time that each student was
actually working, compared with the more structured class.

The program for reading in the content areas is also funded by Title I and Model
Cities. Its objective is to improve reading skills by training teachers to use subject-
matter materials to this end. Originally, teachers were required to attend in-service
training sessions during the school year, but during the 1970-71 year attendance was
voluntary, apparently because some teachers resented being required to attend. The
"reading content" program is being conducted in seven schoolstwo senior highs
and five junior highs. In each of the senior highs there is a coordinator for the
program and a reading content specialist for each of the major disciplinessocial
science, science, math, and English; in each of the junior highs, the coordinator
works with only two reading content specialists. Each reading content specialist,
who is a classroom teacher, workp in turn with two regular teachers.

The central administration has evaluated the performance of students who
have teachers who are reading content specialists. Although the data are not availa-
ble at this writing, the evaluators expect that the Stanford Achievement Test" will
show significant differences in gain over the November-to-May period between stu-

'° Unfortunately, the SAT was not used to evaluate the performance contracting program.
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dents who did and who did not have teachers who were reading content specialists.
The evaluators also have administered a measure of student attitude, developed by
Dr. Herber of Syracuse University, who has devised the reading content program.
Ed Doughtrey, Program Supervisor, may be contacted for further information. Al-
though it is hifily desirable to determine whether a program has had any effect on
si..dent attitude, questionnaires of this type may reflect what the respondents think
they should answer as well as what actually motivates their behavior.



V. PERFORMANCE CONTRACTING PROGRAM:
INITIAL STAGES

In the spring of 10,70, Governor Linwood Holton and Dr. Woodrow W. Wilker-
son, Superintendent of Education for the State of Virginia, were convinced by Pey-
ton Cleveland, Washington-based consultant to the Governor's office,2° that per-
formance contracting would be desirable for Virginia. Dr. Wilkerson ami others in
the State Department of Education saw this as an opportunity to follow through on
some of the recommendations put forth in the educational needs assessment study
done for the .state by the Bureau of Research in the School of Education at the
University of "Virginia, Charlottesville. Education Turnkey Systems (ETS) was al-
ready in contact with Dr. Wilkerson's advisors and offered advice and assistance
from the outset.

The State Department of Education obtained permission from the Office of
Education to use administrative money under Title I to employ a management
support group and an independent evaluator. At first, the State Department wanted
the contractor to guarantee to achieve stated behavioral objectives in reading and
math for students in the lowest-income counties in the stateNorfolk inner-city
schools, Dickenson County, and Prince Edward Country. However, at the first meet-

2° "Where It's Happening," Education Turnkey News, Vol. 1, No. 2, Education Turnkey Systems, Inc.,
May 1970.



ing, the superintendents of schools for these counties resisted diverting enough
current Title I funds to pay for programs in both reading and math. In addition, ETS
pointed out that no company would bid on previously stated behavioral objectives
(probably because such objectives would be unlikely to correspond with those dealt
with by any one company's materials and techniques). Therefore, the program was
cut back to reading only and extended to cover students in four more counties, and
the behavioral objectives were left up to the contractor. Representatives from each
of the seven school divisions attended the second meeting, after which the Request
for Proposal (RFP) was written.

About 40 bidders responded to the RFP by attending the bidder's conference in
July. At the conference, representatives from each of the school districts, including
classroom teachers, and state administrators of Title I funds scored the proposals
submitted, using criteria provided by ETS. The choice was almost unanimous for
Learning Research Associates (LRA), who sent Alan Cohen as their representative.
Cohen had developed a practical approach to the teaching of reading that appealed
to the teachers involved and convinced them that LRA2` had the most to offbr in the
way of instruction. As usually happens, the bidders' conference generated considera-
ble rancor among the closest contenders and their supporters.

The contracts for independent evaluation and mane.gernent support were sole-
source; that is, they were awarded to a preselected contractor without competitive
bid. The State Department of Education had worked with the Bureau of Research
in the School of' Education in the past and wanted to continue that relationship. Dr.
Charles Woodbury of the Bureau wrote the first draft of the contract; then the State
Department wrote. the final version.52 The Bureau will receive $74,000 for its work
(nearly half of the maximum that LRA could receive for the statewide program). The
same general procedure was followed with ETS, but no copy of the contract has been
supplied to us, and we do not know what ETS received.

THE PARTIES TO THE CONTRACTS

Lee Brown, president of LRA, was formerly a vice president of Science Research
Associates (SRA), where he worked on the design of the now-famous SRA reading

LRA's proposal is attached as Appendix A. -
2 2 Attached as Appendix B.



kits. He subsequently formed Learning Materials, Inc., to support the rewriting of
the kit, and later formed the company which became LRA in 1968, a subsidiary of
Universal Education Corporation. LRA attempts to improve public education at all
levels by activities such as conducting workshops, working with school districts, and
training administrators; there are 16 full-time stafFmembers and numerous consult-
ants. Among other things, LRA worked with schools in Pittsburgh and Fort Lauder-
dale and at the Nova school in Florida to develop programs of Individually Pre-
scribed Instruction (IPI). Roy Stern, LRA's Director of School Services, believes that
performance contracts are an effective way to introduce change into the schools and
that once a school system has successfully completed a performance contru cting
program the contractor should withdraw from primary responsibility for classroom
instruction.

When the Virginia contract came up, Brown persuaded Cohen to join him on
it to provide the teacher training and troubleshooting in the field. The LRA proposal
includes statements concerning a subcontract to Urban Education, Inc., originally
a group of educators (including Cohen) that evaluated Federally funded programs
in the New York area. Cohen stated that there was never a formal contract with
either UEI or himself, however--that the work he and his students at Yeshiva
University performed in Virginia was done directly for LRA. Perhaps at the time
LRA's proposal was written, someone in LRA felt a need to formalize the relation-
ship between themselves and Cohen's group. Stern has supplied most of the purely
managerial contacts between LRA and the Virginia schools.

THE CONTRACTS

The evaluation contract specifies little in detail; instead, the details of the
evaluation are defined by implication in the contract with LRA.23 Because the
evaluation contract is so brief, it will not be discussed further here.

Although a copy of the contract with ETS has not been made available, the
State Department of Education informed us that ETS contracted to perform the
following tasks:

Assist the State Department in conferring with local divisions.

23 Attached as Appendix C.



Write the RFP.
Provide a list of prospective bidders.
Help negotiate the contract and conouct the prebidde conference.
Conduct the evaluation of the proposals.
Help with monitoring and data gathering.
Calculate the cost of the program."

Most of these activities were pointed toward assisting the State Department of
Education in monitoring the progress of the program throughout the state rather
than toward assisting the school divisions themselves.

The preliminary draft of the contract between LRA and the Norfolk Public
Schools, drawn up by ETS in September 1970, contained most of the major features
of the contract that was eventually signed (Appendix C). There were, however, some
important additions and changes (in addition to legal language), which will be
discussed as the main points of the contract are reviewed.

LRA's primary responsibilities, set forth in section L04, were as follows: to
provide a reading program comprising objectives for student performance, diagnos-
tic tests of student mastery of these objectives, self-instructional materials keyed to
the objectives, and equipment needed to develop basic listening skills; to train
teachers to manage the program; to ensure that the program was being operated as
designed by supervising and assisting teachers as required; and to provide a "special
environment" for the reading centers, which generally meant a somewhat more
comfortable room than the regular classroom. This was particularly important in
Jacox, where the reading center was air-conditioned and the regular classrooms
were not. Teachers and other instructional personnel were to be drawn from the
North& schools and were to remain in Norfolk's employ. The State Department of
Education would have final say in the resolution of all disputes.

Students were to be selected on the basis of "grade level deficiencies" (degree
unspecified) in reading as determined by the pre-test administered by the independ-
ent evaluator. Thus, student scores on reading tests were supposed o be only an
initial screening device; however, although a few students scored at g-rade level or
higher on the pre test, none was dropped from the program. There was no specifica-
tion for the provision of control groups.

An approximate distribution of students among grades was also prescribed,
which was not satisfied for St. Helena (see Table 6), as there were more treatment

24 Not to be confused with the contractor payment.



students in the fourth grade than in the sixth. The actual distribution at Jacox was
more 'n line with the specification, partly because the turnover was so high in the
ninth grade that many more ninth grade students participated in the program than
remained throughout the full period of instruction. The rationale behind the spe-
cified distribution was not clarified; the specified distribution for Jacox, however,
was considerably different from that first set forth in the ETS draft, viz., 100, 15, and
10 students from the seventh, eighth, and ninth grades, respectively.

Formulas for payment to LRA are presented in the contract and its amend-
ment. The payment schedule was geared to results on standardized tests and or tests
of "interim performance objectives." On the basis of standardized pre- and post -tests:

LRA would be paid $63.75 for each student who gained 1.7 grade levels and
received the full term of instruction. If less than 150 hours of instruction wos made
available by Norfolk, tho required grade level gain (but not payment) would be
reduced proportionately. This provision was not in the ETS draft. Since actual hours
available turned out to be about 130, this reduced the guaranteed grade level gain
to about 1.5.

LRA would be paid (or docked) $4.00 for each student who gained more (or
less) than the guarantee and for each 0.1 grade level above (or below) the guarantee.
However, in 110 event would LRA receive more than $15,937.50 for the 250 students
(i.e., $63.75 per student) on the basis of the standardized tests.

If a student left the program early and had no post-test score, LRA would be
paid a base amount equal to the amount paid for the average student completing
the program (which would take account of penalty bonuses), but the amount would
be reduced proportionately to the number of instructional periods actually com-
pleted. Thus, LRA would be penalized (or rewarded) for this student if average
full-term student achievement were below (or above) the guarantee. This proviso is
considerably different from that in the ETS draft, which would have paid LRA for
this student a flat rate of $37.50 per gref!:a level gained by the average full-term
student, reduced proportionately to the number of instructional periods actually
completed, but with no bonus payments or penalties if the average gain were above
or below the guarantee.

Specific provisions for students who entered late were to be similar to the
foregoing; however, a special provision was made in the amendment that late-
entering students who had not been pre-tested would be given the average pre-test
score of their peers.

Provisions for payment for students with ICIs below 75 were also added to the
final contract, and had been omitted from the ETS draft.
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On the basis of tests of interim perfbrmance objectives:
LRA would be paid $21.25 for each student who correctly answered 85 per-

cent of the test items (later reduced to 80 percent, for ease of calcuationsee amend-
ment, Appendix C, continued) on each interim objective prescribed for the student
by LRA. There was no contractual specification of the minimum (or maximum)
number of objectives that a child would be assigned. LRA would receive $2.00 more
(or less) for every test item a student answered correctly beyond (or less than) those
for the objectives originally prescribed for him, but in no event would LRA be paid
more than $5,312.50 for the 250 students (i.e., $21.25 per s, ident) on this basis. Since
the evaluator actually tested only a sample of the performance objectives for each
student, as suggested in the amendment, it is possible that rewards or penalties were
never meted out on the basis of the interim tests.

Provisions for payment for late-entering or early-leaving students were simi-
lar to those for payment based on standardized tests. As before, the ETS preliminary
draft omitted the reward/penalty feature for these students.

Interim payments.
. In any event, LRA was to be paid $17,000 in six equal installments to d-T,.fray

the costs of the program as it progressed. This was 80 percent of the maximum
amount LRA could expect to receive on the combined basis of the interim tests and
standardized tests.

The signing of the contract was delayed for two months by legal difficulties
concerning the assumption of liability for students in the program. The ETS draft
made Norfolk City Schools liable for student safety, which is not permitted under
Virginia law. To resolve the problem, Norfolk City Schools finally paid LRA about
$475 to obtain liability insurance.

The contract describes testing procedures for determination of contractor pay-
ment (validation). The major features of the validation plan were t lat the independ-
ent evaluator would select, administer, and score one of at least three standardized
achievement tests per grade to each child in order to avoid compromise of the test,
and that interim tests of performance objectives would provide part of the basis for
payment. The choice of tests was later to become a matter of contention because of
probable mismatches between the content of the tests and of the instruction. Origi-
nally, ETS had proposed that LRA witness pre- and post-test conditions, a provision
that was replaced by one stating that Norfolk schools would certify the conditions
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of the testing in writing. This was also to become a matter of contention at the
completion of the program.

Exact conformance to the specifications for construction and administration of
the interim tests would have required a very large effort by the evaluator, because
each student might need to be tested on a set of objectives different from those for
any other student. To avoid this difficulty, the sampling procedure already noted in
the amendment was devised. Another major revision occurred when the interim
tests were all administered within a few weeks, rather than at relatively equally
spaced intervals. This change in schedule probably came about because LRA was
slow in supplying the test items and the University of Virginia could not cope with
the logistics of the more widely spaced testizig once the test items had been agreed
upon.

Sections 4.06 and 4.07, which are added to the ETS -lraft, afforded LRA valuable
protection against the eventualities that there would not be enough time or students
upon which to base payment. That such protection is needed has been demonstrated
by both the Norfolk program and other performance contracts.

A clause that has turned out to be quite significant is the provision that on the
completion of the program the Norfolk City Schools may buy outright the LRA
materials, diagnostic tests, and other elements of the instructional program in
whatever quantities they want, but that this option must be exercised by July 15,
1971. Since that date was well before the results of the evaluation report would be
made public, this meant that publicity would not influence their decision.
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VI. THE PROGRAM IN OPERATION

CHOICE OF PROGRAM AND COMPA RISON SCHOOLS

Once Norfolk had been chosen as a division for performance contracting, the
school division administration was asked to select the Title I schools that would
participate. They originally chose two junior high schools, Jacox and Ruffner, and
two elementary schools, St. Hele a and Bowling Park, with high percentages of Title
I students. Jacox and St. Helena rere to provide the treatment groups, and Ruffner
and Bowling Park the control groups. However, the redistricting left Bowling Park
with only the first through fourth grades and decreased the number of Title I
students at Ruffher; therefore, Young Park was chosen as the control school for St.
Helena and Campostella for Jacox. Young Park was among the elementary schools
that had not been desegregated; also, Cam postella was not desegregated because
bussing students back and forth across the river was considered too difficult.

CHOICE OF PROGRAM AND COMPARISON STUDENTS "

In order to qualify for the treatment group, a student had to score below his
nominal grade placemem, on the most recently available district reading test score

" The methods of selection of students for the "control" groups vitiated the applicability of the term
'control" to these groups, in the sense of experimental design. Therefore, these groups will be referred
to as "comparison" groups hereafter.



and preferably would have an IQ of at least 75, again based on the most recently
available score. For students who had participated in the regular testing program,
therefore, the criteria were met on the basis of scores provided by the tests listed
in Table 5.

As noted previously, however, almost all of the children in the fourth, fifth, and
sixth grades at St. Helena were in the treatment group from the outset of the
program. By March, in order to replace a few students who had been dropped
because of excessive absences,26 all of the St. Helena students in the upper elemen-
tary grades who were reading below grade level were in the program, whether or
not their IQs wete below 75.

At the beginning of the program, 125 students were selected for the treatment
group at Jacox. Of these, do bad been in the remedial reading program the preceding
year and 65 more were el ^L.F..n on the basis of' the stated criteria. A student's
disciplinary iecoid was not considered in any way in assigning students to the
program: The absence rate at Jacox almost guaranteed a high rate of turnover; in
fact, of the original group, about 70 percent completed the program.

Although a few Jacox students were designated as "reserve" (i.e., to be drawn
on if replacements were needed) and were pre-tested, these were quickly exhausted.
Since the University of Virginia could not handle the logistics of unpredictable
pre-testing, only 14 percent of the late entrants received a pre-test.

The "control" group at Campostella Junior High was selected at random from
the seventh grade (only) by choosing every tenth seventh-grader. BeCause the cri-
teria for selection were so different from those for the treatment students, this group
is referred to as the comparison group, rather than the control group. Campostella's
seventh grade contains 14 classes, with a total of-430 students. Thirty-eight students
were pretested for the comparison. The comparison group at Young Park was also
chosen at random, but from the fourth, fifth, and sixth grades. One hundred and four
students were pre-tested for the comparison.

Since it seemed to us that the students in the remedial reading programs at
Young Park and Campostella might be more like the students in the treatment
groups at St. Helena and Jacox, we gathered data on these students' IQs and division
reading scores.

Table 6 displays the number of program students by grade, their mean IQs, and
reading scores (expressed as number of grade levels above or below nominal), and
their role in the program. Also shown are data describing some of the students in

Excessive absence was defined to be any absence of 10 consecutive days ur more, or any absence
of 15 days total.
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the remedial reading programs, along with their mean IQs and mean reading score
deviations. The table suggests that the treatment students in St. Helena and Jacox
were, in fact, quite deficient in reading and these deficiencies increased with age. A
number of treatment students had IQs below 75 (25 percent for the fifth grade and
28 percent for the seventh and ninth grades). The high ratios of male., to females.
which obtained consistently at the junior-high level, including those chosen at ran-
dom, may not be the result, of chance alone. They may reflect a propensity of females
in this population to leave school early, but we have no data to refute or substantiate
this point.

A comparison of Table 6 with Table 4 indicates that the treatment groups had
lower IQ scores than the general student population in the treatment schools
considerably lower in the case of the junior-high students. It is more difficult to
compare the scores on the division reading tests. The SAT is not at all comparable
to the SRA because of the 3.1 y ade equivalent -floor" on Lhe SRA. Although the
scAnth- and n in' !i-grade reading scores appear considerably lower for the treat-
ment group than for the Jacox population as a whole, again the question of compara-
bility between the SAT and the Iowa Silent makes it difficult to draw a firm conclu-
sion. Nine students in the ninth-grade treatment group had an average score in the
seventh grade on the Iowa Silent of 2.3 below seventh-grade level; the figure for
the Jaccx se,enth grade as a whole was

Table 7 displays some two-way comparisons of differences in IQ scores for stu-
dents participating in the performance contracting program (treatment and com-
parison groups) and students in the regular remedial reading program The t-test
was applied in an attempt to determine whether the several groups were signifi-
cantly different on the basis of IQ. The results suggest that the fifth-grade students
in the Young Park remedial reading program were better matched to the fifth-
graders in the St. Helena treatment group than were the students in the Young Park
comparison group, whose 1Qs were significantly different at the 0.10 level. Interest-
ingly enough, the Young Park remedial and comparison groups differed in IQ at the
0.05 level.

Since, in order to keep the demands of data collection within manageable
bounds, we had decided to emphasize grades five, seven, and nine in our work, and
because of the preponderance of students in the eighth grade in the Campostella
remedial reading program, there were too few students in the seventh and ninth
grade remedial program to make comparisons similar to thwe above. The compari-
son of IQs between the seventh-gra& students in the Jacox treatment group and



Table 7

T -WAY COMPARISONS OF DIFFERENCES IN IQ SCORES OF STUDENTS
PARTICIPATING IN PERFORRANCE CONTRACTING

OR REMEDIAL READING PROGRAMS

Group

Significance Levela

5th
Treatment

5th
Comparison

5th
Remedial

7th
Comparison

5th Treatment
5th Comparison
7th Treatment

X
X

.10 .50
.05

.40

a
t-tests of significance.

Campostella comparison group supports the belief that these groups matched each
other fairly well. The lack of comparison groups at the eighth and ninth grades was
a serious omission, however.

TEACHER SELECTION AND TRAINING

The project coordinator for Norfolk City Schools, Daniel A ent, proposed the
names of four secondary teachers and six elementary teachers from whom LRA
would choose one secondary teacher and one elementary teacher for the treatment
groups. No guidelines for selection were given except that each teacher should want
to be involved in the program and should be flexible. Stern made the final selection
after he had interviewed each nominee. He based his choice primarily OD the crite-
rion of the nominee's responses to "What ifr questions. Both of the Norfolk teachers
demonstrated a high degree of competence in putting the program to vr)rk in their
classrooms.

Lmchers attended a week's pre-service training given by Cohen in Farrnville,
PrinceTdward County. The first dpy was spent in enlisting the teache.s' cooperation
by discussing the good points of the program. Next, they spent a day and a half



working through a flow chart of the system and _nateriais. The remainder of the time
was spent in teaching actual students. Cohen believed that some of this orientation
could have been dispensed with; in addition, the teachers felt that the workshop
could have been more helpful. The problem was probably one of emphasistoo
much time was spent on conceptualizing and not enough on the details of testing,
diagnosis, prescription, and management that the teachers had to face. Possibly
LRA had not worked out all the details at this early point in the program.

LRA had three field supervisoi s for the program, indigenous to the areas in
which they worked. Their major job was to enlist and maintain the support of the
school principals and to insure that the program was implemented properly in the
classroom. Initially, they worked full time, and for the first three weeks they tried
to visit each classroom every day. Apparently, both teachers felt that they had
received sufficient as-sistance and guidance from LRA, although one did concede that
follow-up conferences with LRA would have been usr,rul as tile program progressed.

THE PROW' AM IN THE CLASSROOM

Classes at both the elementary and junior-high levels contained about 25 stu-
dents from a mixture of the grades included in the treatment. Each teacher taught
five classes a day and had no other duties beyond the attendant on the program.
They estimated, however, that they spent between one and two hours a day outside
of class working on things related to the program, such as filling out reports, prepar-
ing materials, and the like. During class each teacher was assisted by a full-time aide
who helped keep materials in order and equipment working, assisted students hav-
ing difficulties, and performed clerical duties. One of the teachers had special ses-
sions on Saturday for students to make up missed periods or to do extra work; the
other teacher allowed students to attend extra sessions during the day as they
wished. The former seems to have been the more effective, as the 42 fifth-grade
students each attended an average of 3.2 extra or make-up sessions whereas very
few of the juniur-high students attended extra sessions.

To participate, students at the junior-high level had to forgo their elective. At
the elementary level students in each grade were placed in three groups, each of
which left the regular class at a different time, making it difficult for the classroom
teacher to plan her day_

The original plan for the course of study was to use a set of 300 objectives
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prepared for nonreaders or poor readers at the junior-high level by Cohen in his
Mobilization for Youth program in New York City. Cohen's program included much
material to help the ghetto child develop the listening and speaking vocabulary he
would need before he could develop a reading and writing vocabulary. This need is
much greater than the layman appreciates. A diagnostic test would be designed from
the materials to be used, in order to determine at what ley& each student. should
be working. The levels were preprimary to third grade, third to fifth, and fifth to
twelfth. This test was not available at the beginning of the program, so the teachers
began work from their knowledge of each student's grade level in reading from the
scores on he divisian reading tests.

Toward the end of the first month, the diagnostic tests began to arrive. Of the
original 300 objectives, 240 remained after 60 that were deemed irrelevant had been
deleted. Objectives were grouped in three areas: word attack, comprehension, and
study skills. The objectives in word atta 2k followed a fairly well-defined sequence,
but students could skip about in those for study skills and comprehension. The easier
objectives were developed in the most detail, which is reasonable, as most students
did not progress very far into the comprehension objectives.

At the same time, stress was laid on reading books, and a wide variety of books
was supplied to encotii'age students to read as much and as freely as they wished.
Some of the books were black-oriented. The junior-high teacher felt that the free-
readinb, book conferences, and rewards for reading books (to be described in more
detail shortly) were very effective in holding the students' interest until the end of
the program.

The theory behind Cohen's approach is that the most efficient instruction is that
which is most closely tailored to each student's needs. In order for the teacher to
attain this end with a class of 25 students, special materials are needed that have
been designed so that students can work with them independently. The teacher
cannot personally attend to each student's needs. She also must hava ways to check
student progress, keep student folders in order, and keep materials and equipm. ent
in order so that students can get materials and put them away as they need them.
Each student h as a card on which the teacher has entered abbreviated designations
of the materials he should be working on and crosses them off as he finishes them.
The teacher works only with students who are having trouble and also encourages
students to teach each other. Students move about the room as necessary so that
they will not sit idly while waiting for the teacher to get them what they need.
Generally, they sit and work where they please.



This approach appeared io function very effecdvely in Norfolk. Students did
work individually, got their materials as they needed them, developed a sense of
responsibility Ibr their own work, and helped each other. In contrast to the regular
classrooms, most of the students seemed to be working most of the time. Usually
about a fifth Lc a third of the students were moving around the room while the rest
were working. The teachers said that it took about a month to train the students
to work in this fashion.

As with a number of other programs that use an individualized approach, Li.A's
instructional techniques included tangible rewards to students for certain behaviors
in this instance, for finishing objectives and for self-motivated reading. Books and
certificates were used as rewards, with their effectiveness depending to a large

ient on the individual student. Students received a free book when they had read
their first five, and a free one thereafter for every ten books read, on the theory that
if the things it is desirable for the student to value are used as rewards, he will, in
fact, come to value them. For some students; of course, this tactic will not work and
rewards closer to their existing value structure will have to be used at first. Students
were uninterested in certificates for completion of objectives; this feature needed
more wc .k, according to one teacher. Apparently, however, the free books were
successful with a large number of the students in Norfolk. By the fifth month of the
program, 23 books had been given away at the elementary level and 250 at the
junior-high level.

LRA's program was rich in materials and equipment, paralleling in variety the
materials used to stock the remedial reading classrooms. At the elementary level the
most frequently used of these materials were, in order of use: the Michigan Lan-
guage Program (to teach listening skills via tape recorder), the Barnell Loft work-
books, the Random House books, Skilpaeers and cassettes, SRA kits, and the Scott-
Foresman First Talking Alphabet. The phonics Write and See books, published by
New Century, were supplied to each child. The students also kept the tape players
for practicing listening skills in constant use and enjoyed them greatly.

At the junior-high level, the Michigan Language Program, which develops lis-
tening skills, was useful for only a few of the students, as most of them were above
that level. Even so, most of the students got only about halfway through the compre-
hension objectives. The last months of the program were spent primarily in reading
and discussing books, rather than working on specific skills.

The elementary reading center was a regular classroom furnished with two
teachers' deskE, about six tables, a long table with ten carrels that the principal had



made, two tables containing miscellaneous books for free reading, six small tables
containing study materials, wall displays of student progress, a four-drawer file, and
a six-foot storage cabinet. The junior-high reading center was similar, but was in a
separate trailer (about 24 by 18 feet) outside of the main school building. The trailer
also contained a carpet and a room air-conditioner, which was not needed at the
elementary center because the -ntire building was air-conditioned.

Both of the teachers believed that the program was not optimally designed, and
that fewer classes with more students per class would be better. GiA;en the proper
facilities and equipment, the teachers estimated they could manage 35 to 40 stu-
dents per class. However, the aide would still be needed.

OUTSIDE INTEREST IN THE PROGRAM

If performance contracting is truly to be a change agent, the approaches ik
specific programs should spread to other similar student populations. For this to
occur, ter 2hers, principals, and administrators not directly involved with the pro-
gram need +-a become aware of it and to foster its dissemination.

There are two facets to the question of the attitude of such outsiders toward the
prr -ram. One has to do with the amount of effort that has been expended to promote
interest and a favorable attitude, and the other has to do with outsiders' direct
observations of the effects of the program on stu&nts assigned to it. With regard to
this first issue, LRA did not have an extensive plan for publicizing the program,
involving parents in program activities, or other positive steps for enlisting support.
Therefore, whatever steps were token were largely contingent on the people in-
volved at the level of the school division and below For example, at the outset of
the program one building principal had a faculty meeting to explain the program
and to ask teachers to take an hour during the day to observe it; at that same time,
in another school none of the teachers but the reading center teacher knew anything
about the program, and in the comparison schools not even the principals knew
anything about it, although one vice-principal had read a newspaper article describ-
ing it. Later in the program, the reading center teachers had succeeded in eliciting
considerable interest on the part of other teachers irk the schools, including formal
in-service training sessions on Saturdays, informal faculty meetings to explain the
program, and encouragement of droi -in visits. The Program Director for Norfolk,
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Daniel Avent, had set up a schedule of regular visits for teachers (primarily reading
teachers) throughout the division, from neighboring divisions, from Old Dominion
University, from the State Department of Education. and so on. By this _ime, all of
the reading teachers in Norfolk had heard of the program and almost all had visited
one of the reading centers or were scheduled to do so.

On the other hand, relatively little was done by the school division to stimulate
parent interest and participation. Because parental permission is needed to take
students out of electives in the seventh grade, a form letter was sent to each parent
requesting this permission. After a rash of absences in the winter, notices were sent
out to parents to try to get better attendance in the program. Some parents came
to school in response; others never received the notices because their children would
not take them home. One teacher had a parent conference two weeks after the start
of the program and another in March. Aside from these episodes, most parents did
not express interest in the program directly. An attempt to conduct a telephone
survey of parent opinion toward the end of the program was frustrated by the small
percentage of telephone numbers provided on the student records.

The project director believed, and we concurred, that it was important to main-
tain records of visitors in order to have as much information as possible that would
cast light on the interest and involvement generated by the program. Avent devised
a form on which the program teachers would maintain a record of visits to the
Center;' this form also had to be filled out and submitted first to Avent by anyone
planning to visit the Center. When the Centers were visited in the spring, however,
we discovered that only one of the Center teachers was actually keeping the log. The
other simply assumed that Avent's records would be sufficient, which, of course,
means that the data are probably in error. Some people may have requested permis-
sion to visit and then did not do so; others (the author included) may have visited
without filling out a form.

In addition, the principal of one of the treatment schools initially intended to
maintain a log of events pertinent to the progni o.-1; Rand felt that this would be an
extremely valuable source of infOrmation. Untbrtunately, the press of work and
events forced him to abandon this endeavor.

Several teachers who had students in the performance contracting program
were interviewed to determine the extent of their knowledge of the program and
their opinions of it. All had positive things to say about it, although a few noted some

Rand was asked to construct a form that would have gathered more detailed information; appar-
ently this was too cumbersome, as the form provided was not used.
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deficiencies and dangers. In general, they believed their students had a bett2r atti-
tude toward reading, as evidenced by increased use of the library, greater willing-
ness to undertake assignments that involved reading, better listening and word-
attack skills, and eagerness to attend the reading center. On the negative side, at
the elementary level, teachers doubted that students were really reading for mean-
ing and that comprehension was being underemphasized. None of the teachers
noticed any particular change in the students' attitudes toward school in general.
And at least one teacher expressed unease at the thought that people other than
professional teachers might assume major classroom responsibilities.
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VII. EVALUATION

VALIDATION

Because the primary responsibility of the Bureau of Research at the University
of Virginia was to certify student achievement, we have chosen to term their ser-
vices validation, rather than evaluation, which has a much broader connotation.
Although the evaluation contract contained provisions for widening the scope of the
work, by and large the importance of validation overshadowed other activities, with
resultant cursory treatment in some instances.

Achievement Test Selection

We do not know on what basis the standardized achievement tests were selected
by the Bureau of Research. In most instances, the levels of the tests were quite
appropriate to the average attainment of the target population, but the content of
the tests poorly matched the content of the instruction, particularly at the elemen-
tary level. For enample, although many students at that level spent a great deal of
time developing word-attack skills, the word-attack section of the Metropolitan
Achievement Test (MAT), which is given orally, was omitted, probably because of
difficulties in training test administrators and because none of the other tests used



had a comparable section. Presumably, a diffrent form of each test was adminis-
tered pre and pest. To our knowledge, the tests were administered as shown in Table
8.

The most striking feature of Table 8 is the large variety of tests and levels of
tests administered. Because the Norfolk schools have not been given the details of
the pre-test administration, it is also not possible to know whether all students even
had pre- and post-tests ftom the same publisher. The variety of tests makes it very
difficult to compare the achievement of individual students or groups of students
because each test measures somewhat different skills, may have been normed on a
different student population, and is constructed differently. For example, tests have
different numbers of questions and different numbers of choices per question. Be-
cause the correlation of scores on one level of a test with those on another is less
than perfect, the reliability of a "gain score" obtained in this way is in doubt.

Achievement Test Administration

By and large, tests were administered at least as carefully as achievement tests
are usually administered for norming purposes, based on Rand observation of the
prertesting. Although there were some instances of poor administration, inadequate
facilities, and poor arrangements for getting students into the test rooms, these were
probably no better or worse than usual for either the pre- or post-tests. Student gains
were poorest in St. Helena, where test administration was handled with the most
care;28 this suggests that inept test administration is not to blame for all the poor
results.

Based on preliminary data, and assuming that all post-tests matched the pre-
test codes (except for changes in form) provided to the Norfolk schools in February
or March, the number of students who took post-tests and pre-tests that matched in
publisher and level is shown in the table below. It is clear that the reliability of gain
scores is very low for many of the tests. In addition, the size of "valid" samples
(where "valid" is taken to mean administration of matching tests) is much too small
in some instances (particularly at the junior-high level) to support statistical signifi-
cance.

25 According to reports by the test administrators.



Table 8

TEST ADMINISTRATIONS BY THE BUREAU OF RESEARCH,
UNIVERSITY OF VIRGINIA

Grade/
Adminis-
tration Test Namea Forms Level

4/both California Achievement A&B 2

4/both Metropolitan Achievement G Primary II
4/both Science Research Associates D Battery 2-4
4/post Science Research Associates, D? Blue of Multilevel

Battery 4-9

5/both California Achievement A&B 2

5/post California Achievement 8 3

5/both Metropolitan Achievement G Primary II
5/both? Metropolitan Achievement G Elementary

5/both Iowa Test of Basic Skills 4 3 (multilevel)
6/pre California Achievement A&B 3
6/both Metropolitan Achievement G Primary II
6/both? Metropolitan Achievement G Elementary

6/both Iowa Test of Basin Skills 4 4
6/post Iowa Test of Basic Skills 4 5
7/both California Achievement A&B 3
7/both Metropolitan Achievement G Intermediate

7/both Iowa Test of Basic Skills 4 5
8/both California Achievement A&B 4
8/both Metropolitan Achievement G Intermediate
8/both Iowa Test of Basic Skills 4 6

9/both California Achievement A&B 4
9/both Metropolitan Achievement G Intermediate
9/both /owe Test of Basic Skills 4 7

a
In each case the vocabulary and comprehension sections of

the test were administered.



Grade

5
5
7
7
7
9
9
9

Test
Number or Students

Matched/Total Tested

CAT 13/13
MAT, Primary II 14/14
ITBS 14/15
CAT 20/20
MAT 7/15
ITBS 9/15
CAT 8/8
MAT 2/9
ITBS 5/18

Results of Achieve- ent Testing

The actual results of the achievement testing have not been made available to
Norfolk. However, on the basis of the data that have been releasad, (again assuming
that all pre-tests matched post-test codes except tbr changes in level or form), the
program appears to have resulted in the average gains" shown in the table below.
(Only those students who we are certain took both a pre- and a post-test are in-
cluded.) The table suggests that there are consistent differences among the tests for
this population and instructional program. The ITBS shows the largest gains, the
CAT next, and the MAT the smallest. This may be due to a very poor match between
the MAT and the content of the instructional program, a problem that has arisen
elsewhere for programs using Sullivan reading materials, according to Dr. Richard
Harsch of the Educational Testing Service.

Grade Test

Number ofStudents/
Average Gain in

Grade Equivalent

5 CAT 11/0.2
5 MAT 151 0.2
5 ITBS 11/0.5 .

7 CAT 11/0.4
7 MAT 6/0.5
7 ITBS 8/0.6
9 CAT 6/0.25
9 MAT 2/0.05
9 ITBS 1/1.1

" Although there is little reason to believe that these figures are grossly in error, the gains on specific
tests may be attributable to the fact that the precise specification of the pre-tests is not known.



We cannot be sanguine about the apparently better results of the ITBS, how-
ever, because many of the scores on this test were in the "chance range," that is,
the grade equivalent curresponded to a raw score that could have been obtained on
the average by guessing. Nearly half of the pre-test scores for the seventh and ninth
grades were of this nature; this had dropped to about a fifth of the scores on the
post-test. The MAT in the seventh grade also suffered this defect. Three out of the
eight pre-test scores were in the chance range, as were three out of ten of the
post-test scores." Although scores in the chance range appeared on the other tests
or in other grades, the above are the most serious e..amples. These data further
increase our disquiet as to the reliability of the data on the basis of which LRA will
be paid.

There we e enough data on the fifth-grade students in the St. Helena treatment
group to permit investigation of whether the test used affected the students' gain
scores (again, assuming our decipherment of the pre-test codes was correct). Figures
4, 5. and 6 show scatter plots of gain scores versus IQ (Lorge-Thorndike) for the MAT,
CAT and ITBS The plots appear strikingly different but although all coefficients of
correlation were negative, the correlations were all too weak to be significant. (The
figures were derived from a set of data slightly different from that used to compute
the mean gains above. The overall results are essentially the same, however.)

Table 9 displays the results of two-way comparisons of the students in the three
test groups. The t-test was used to compare IQs and gain scores. The table shows that
all three groups were about the same in IQ and that the gain scores were not
significantly different except for those on the MAT and ITBS. These latter were
significantly diXerent at the 0.001 level! Thus, the MAT and ITBS may have been
measuring different skills, a difference that may have been accentuated by the
instructional program.

One problemthat of student absences, which plagues all testing programs,
particularly for Title I studentsworked to destroy what vestiges of reliability there
might have been in the evaluation data, which used pre- and post-test averages for
students absent at the time of testing and for students who entered the program late
or left it early 31 This practice is hardly defensible, because such students may be
among the better learners in the program (or the poorer, depending en selection
criteria). For example, the results for the ninth-grade students were quite different

30 One of the test administrators was astonished at the speed. with which some children completed
the test. Some took half the time allotted; were they marking their papers at random?

'I Very few of the late entrants (or early leavers) had pre- (or post-) tests. What tests were given were
administered by guidance counselors.



Fig. 4Scatter plot of gain scores on the Metropolitan
Achievement Test versus IQ (Lorge-Thorndike)
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Fig. 5Scatter plot of gain scores on the California
Achievement Test versus IQ (Lorge-Thorndike)
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Fig. 6Scatter plot of gain scores on the Iowa Test of
Basic Skills versus IQ (Lorge-Thorndike)



Table 9

TWO-WAY COTIPARISONS OF STUDENTS TAKING
THREJ:: DIFFERENT STANDARDIZED TESTS

Test

Test and Significance Levela

MAT CAT ITBS

A. Comparison of IQs

MAT
CAT

N.S.b 0.20
0.40

Comparison of Gain Scores

ICAT

a
t-test

N.S. =
level.

N.S. 0.001
N.S.

of significance.

not significant at any

from those shown on p. 45 when pre- and post-test averages were used. These data
are contrasted below:

Number of Students/Average
Gain in Grade Equivalent

Students with
Both Pre- and All

Test Post-test Scores Students

CAT 6A0.25 8/1.2
MAT 2/0.05 11/ -0.2
ITBS 1/1.1 17/1.2

Interim Tests of Performance Objectives

The original instigation to include interim tests of performance objectives as
part of the basis ibr payment came from ETS. This was a rash decision in light of
the facts that:

0
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Few such tests have been developed (LRA constructed the test items after
the start of the pi-6gram);
Their reliability is unknown (a few items were ambiguous);
Their validity (i.e., their correlation with the tests of more general skills,
which predict future academic attainment) is unknown;
Efficient techniques for administering such tests have not been worked
out.

All of these facts caused difficulty. When the first interim test came due in
November, it became clear that the requirement as stated in the contract could not
be met. Theoretically, 2ince instruction was individualized, each student would be
responsible for a different set (at least in part) of ten to twenty objectives. In order
to measure within the accuracy required by the stipulation that the student demon-
strate a mastery of 85 percent of the items relevant to a given objective, twenty test
items would be needed for each objective. Even if ail students had the same twenty
objectives, this would require a test containing 400 items. Therefore, Woodbury,
leader of the evaluation team, Blaschke, president of ETS, and Avent met to resolve
the problem.

First, they decided to reduce the requirement for passing from 85 to 80 percent
so that only five test items would be needed per objectivethat is, a student would
need at least four out of five right answers rather than seventeen out of twenty to
pass. Next, LRA was requested to provide a set of test items that corresponded to
the program objectives. These arrived in late February or early March, at feast three
months behind schedule. Then it was decided to use only a sample of the students
and a sample of the objectives assigned to these students to reduce the testing load.

The Bureau of Research hired and trained two graduate students from the
University of Virginia Extension to administer the tests. The Bureau also obtained
a list of students and their objectives from the reading teachers, and the testers
constructed a matrix of students and objectives in order to group students who had
the most objectives in common for swcific testing sessions. At most nine students
were tested at one time; each test took no longer than an hour for each student and
was not a speed test. Students responded by marking with a grease pencil on acetate
sheets laid over the answer page. Tests were graded on a pass-fail basis. No answer
key was provided by the contractor.

The tests were administered on the schedule shown in the table below. The
results support the impression of teachers and other observers that the students
knew what the program was designed to teach (although lack of a true pre-test
leaves us in doubt as to whether the program was responsible for their mastery).



School Date
Students
Tested

Total
Time

Required
(hours)

Average
Number

Objectives
Per Student

Percent of
Objectives
Mastered

Jacox March 24 34 43 6 90
April 16 16 23 15 84
May 3 13 9 13 92
May 26 10 9 4 92

St. Helena March 24 42 38 6 91
April lt: 29 14 9 82
May 3 19 7 7 91
May 26 11 9 9 76

Attitude Measure

The Bureau of Research developed an "Affective Reading Index,- to be adminis-
tered to treatment and comparison students in an attempt to determine whether the
students' attitudes had been affected by the program. Almost all of the questions
asked the student to compare his reading class this year with the one he had last
year. Since many of the treatment students were not in a reading class last year and
most of the comparison students were not even in one this yea- n-e wonders how
they were expected to answer such questions.

OTHER MEASURES

Rand gathered data on an aspect of student behavior that could be partly
related to the students' attitude toward the program, i.e., attendance. The attend-
ance of students in the treatment groups at the reading centers was compared with
their attendance at school, in general, to determine whether the reading center was
more (or less) attractive to them than their regular classes. The data on reading
center attendance, kept by reading center teachers, are considered to be quite accu-
rate. (We have included data ok'l makeup sessions only to the extent that they offset
missed sessions; sessions beyond that are not included.) The data on attendance at
school in general (taken from the central files of the division) are probably less
accurate (i.e., the absence rate is understated) because many students may answer



the roll in the morning and then cut school later in the day. This is a common
practice in inner-city schools. A school year of 180 days was assumed.

Data on attendance of students in the remedial reading classes, taken from the
reading teachers' records, were similarly compared with data on their general at-
tendance. Some aspects of the results, displayed in Table 10, are striking. First, the
low rate of attendance in contract reading centers ofJacox ninth-graders and of all
remedial reading students in Campostella makes one wonder how these students
could have learned anything from these classes. Second, absence rates rise sharply
with age. Third, the absence rates in the remedial and contract reading programs
are significantly different from those in school in general only for the ninth grade
in Jacox (contract) and the seventh grade in Campostella (remedial). In these in-
stances the difference was significant at the .05 level (Jacox) and the .001 level
(Campostella).

Rand also made an attempt to determine whether the skills that students were
acquiring in the reading centers would cafry over into their regular classroom work
that is, whether they would become more proficient at handling assignments that

Table 10

ABSENCE RATES FOR STUDENTS IN TREATMENT GROUPS
OR IN REMEDIAL READING CLASSES

School
Program
Type Grade

Absence Rate (%)

Number of
Students

Reading
Class

School in
Generala

St. Helena Contract 5 7 7 42
Young Park Remedial 5 8 7 21
Jacox Contract 7 11 10 47
Jacox Contract 9 23 15 36

Campostella Remedial 7 30 23 10
Campostella Renedial 8 21 19 38
Campostella Remedial 9 18 16 6

a
-Assumes a school ydar of 180.daya. No information on

late-entering or early-leaving students included.



might reasonably 17 -iven them by the classroom teacher. At the beginning of the
program, classroom teachers in the fifth grades at both Young Park and St. Helena
were consulted to determine what subject matter would be taught during the year
and what would be reasonable ways to determine whether students had mastered
this subject matter. (Difficulties of scheduling made a similar approach at the junior-
high level infeasible.) On this basis, three assignments---one in arithmetic, one in
English, and one in social studieswere drawn up and approved by all five class-
room teachers. These, along with the written instructions to the teachers for admin-
istering the assignments, are attached as Appendix D.

The assignments were administered in December 1970, and the very same as-
signments were administered in June 1971. The student responses were gathered,
names and other identifying items removed, and a code number assigned to each
paper. Becagse only 16 students turned in both pre- and post-assignments at St.
Helena, no elaborate analysis of the results was undertaken. Rather, a teacher from
the Los Angeles area who had had extensive experience at the elementary level was
asked to rank a scrambled set of all of the papers for each subject from 0 (poorest)
to 10 (best) by placing them in eleven groups. She was allowed to use any criteria
she wished to form the basis of the ranking and to put as many papers into each level
as she wished. Her comments are also contained in Appendix a

Then each student's initial rank was subtracted from his final rank and the
averages were computed for each school. The results are shown in the table below.
Statistical tests show that Young Park students scored appreciably higher in arith-
metic at the end of the year; their gain was was significant at the 0.01 level. This
bears out other studies of black students' ability to cope with different subject matter
areas. None of the other gains were significant, and there was no significant differ-
ence between the schools.

School

Average Net Change in Rank
(final minus initial)

Number of Social
Students Studies English Arithmetic

Young Park 34 0.47 0.06 1.38
St. Helena 16 0.75 0.62 0.94



COST COMPARISON

Information on payments to contractors for instructional services, evaluation,
and management support are of historical interest, but they are not particularly
he1oful in answering two major questions: How does the performance contracting
program compare with other reading programs in terms of their requirements for
resources? What would be the cost of implementing the performance contracting
program as part of the regular Norfolk curriculum?

To answer such questions, two steps r;ust be taken. The first is to describe the
programs to be compared in terms of their resource requirements, as shown in
Tables 11 and 12. The remedial reading program was chosen because it is closest in
intent to LRAk's program. The second step is to compute the cost of each program
using the same unit cost for items common to each. Then the programs can be
compared on a common ground, which is the most useful for planning.

The program and resource information in Tables 11 and 12 was gathered by
direct obaervation, from the Norfolk Title I budget, and from lists of materials and
equipment. The weakest area of the description is the itemizing of materials, as
there was no way to know which of the materials were used most heavily and which
were not used at all. This is not a serious fault, however, as the cost of materials is
small compared with personnel costs, which dominate the operating costs of the
programs.

Next, the "Comparable Replication Costs," shown in Table 13, were computed
by S. A. Haggart, of Rand, who provided the structure of the resource and .cost
analysis. The comparable replication costs (rather than historical program costs) are
given so that the planner may judge which of two programs that have already gcne
through the development phase would be the less expensive. Therefore, comparable
replication costs do not include the cost of research and development, which is a
sunk cost" for both programs. They also do not include the cost of classrooms
(another sunk cost) or of the program director, who is assumed to be funded out of
general administrative support, even though the management he provides is essen-
tial to the success of innovative programs. The diagnostic se.-vices at the diagnostic
center are also essential to the success of the program and are included as a major
supporting service.

The operational cost/student is considerably lower for the LRA program than
for the regular Title I remedial reading program because of the higher student/

32 A sunk cost is one which has already been incurred. It can neither be recouped nor incurred again.



Table 11

LRA READING PROGRAM AND RESOURCE INFORMATION

eristics of students

Program scope
Number of students
Class time
Class size
Number of sections

Facilities
Space
Students/classroom/day
Utilization.... . . .

Furnishings

Staffing
Certified teachers
Special teachers
Paraprofessionals........ . . .

Other personnel

Equipment

Materia

Pre-service training...

In-serVice training

Title I

250
50 minutes
25
5

Regular classrooms
125
87%
Air conditioning, pleasant environment;
small, modern (partitions, file cabinets,
storage cabinets, etc., loose tables,
chairs)

1 per classroom
0
1 per classroom
1 program director

6 cassette players ($25), 6 tape recorders
($150), earphones ($50)

Sound filmstrip sets; cassettes; workl2esks
and miscellaneous supplies, books, kits

1 week

3 days

Other support.... . .. . .. Evaluatieo--$10 per child

Incentives 300 paperback books given as awards



Table 12

REMEDIAL READING PROGRAM AND RESOURCE INFORMATION

Characteristils of students Title I

Program scope
Number of students 1000 (14 elementary centers, 60 students

per center; 3 junior high centers, 50
students per center

Class time 50 minutes
Class size 10
Number of sections 6

Facilities
Space.-- . .. . 1/2 regular classroom size
Students/classroom/day. . ... 60
Utilization BO%
Furnishings File cabinet, loose tables, chairs

Staffing
Certified teachers 1 per classroom
Special teachers 0
Paraprofessionals 0

Other nersonnel 1 program director

Equipment Language Master

Materials. .............. . Books, filmstrips, games, kits

Other support Diagnostic center: $35,000 (3 diagnosti-
cians, 1 aide, 1 clerk, consumables)

Incen ves None



Table 13

COMPARABLE REPLICATION COSTS FOR PERFORMANCE CONTRACTED PROGRAMS

(Cost in dollars)

Acquisition C

Facilities (remodel, furnish)
Total program cost
(Cost/instructional area)

Equipment
Total program cost
(Cost/instructional ara)

Materials
Total program cost
(Cost per instructi _al area)

LRA/FJ.a.

10,000
(5,000)

5,000
(2,500)

7,600
(3,800)

Remedial
.j Reading

13,600
(800)

17,000
(1,000)

Pre-service Training 4,000

Total acquisition cost 26,600 30,600

Operational Cost

Salaries (including fringe benefits)
'.eachers ($10,000/yr) 200000 170,000
Paraprofessionals ($4,000/yr) 8,000

Materials
Program-related (10%) 760 1,700
Consumables (student) 2,500 10,000

Equipment
Replacement 500 1,360
Maintenanc-- 500 1,360

in-service Training 2,400 --
Other Support
Program evaluation 2,500 --
Diagnostic services, remote 29,400
Consultants ($100/day) 800

Total operational cost 37,960 213,820

Operational Cost/Student 152 214
Minimum Student Modulea 125 60

a
Smallest number of students that can be included without

increasing the operational cost/student.

5a 7 3



teacher ratio. If the LRA program can be restructured so that it is more effective
in teaching reading, 'ts lower cost may make it very attractive for Norfolk.

TURNKEY

The Norfolk City Schools are already well on the way to in piementing the LRA
system as a replacement for remedial reading programs in the school curriculum,
but not under performance contract. Ten reading centers, five in elementary schools
(including the one in St. Helena) and one each in Jacox, Ruffner, Willard, Campost-
ella, and Blair junior high schools, will be equipped to handle 125 to 150 students
each for a total of 1250 students. The materials, diagnostic tests, and so on, needed
to equip these centers have been bought. All reading teachers at the elementary
level and 14 reading teachers at the junior-high level parti,:ipated in a two-week
summer workshop to learn to use the program. The reading teachers from the
performance contracting program conductal the workshop for 42 participants in all.
The participants received $3 an hour for their work. There will be some changes in
the balance among various materials used in the program, but its basic structure
will be as LRA designed it.



VIII. CONCLUSIONS

As usually happens in complex enterprises of this kind, it is not possible to make
a clear-cut judgment about the value Pf the performance contracting program.
Certainly, everyone associated with the program was bittPrly disappointed by the
poor results of the achievement testing. This outcome might have been partly due
to unreliablity of the gain scoresa ;?roblem that has been explored at length in
several recent papers." We believe, however, that this factor was less important
than the probability of a poor match between the content of the tests and the content
of the instructional program, particularly at the elementary level. Since the elemen-
tary students concentrated almost exclusively on word-attack skills, their reading
comprehension skills could even have been adversely affected, as the standardized
test results seemed to imply. The criterion-referenced tests showed that the studentg
had mastered most of the objectives assigned them (although it is unclear whether
the program was responsible for this).

It was also clear from classroom observation and teacher interviews that stu-
dents were learning more than basic skills. They learned to be responsible for their
own work and to have a more positive attitude toward reading. These changes

Lee J. Cronbach and Lita Furby, "How We Should Measure 'ChangeOr Should We?," Psychologi-
cal Bulletin, Vol. 74, No. 1, 1970, pp. 68-80; Stephen P. Klein, "The Uses and Limitations of Standardized
Tests in Meeting the Demands for Accountability," Evaluation Comment, Vol. 2, No. 4, January 1971;
Robert E. Stake, "Testing Hazards in Performance Contracting," Phi Delta Kappan, June 1971, pp.
583-588.
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seemed to be specific to the reading program and reading per se, however; neither
teachers nor principals felt that any improvments in attitudes toward school in
general were attributable to the reading program. In addition, the analysis of scores
on the classroom assgnments in social studies, English, and math failed to support
the theory that improved reading ability would promote improvement in other
academic areas.

It will be difficult to determine whether students in the treatment groups did
or did not improve more in reading than their peers, primarily because of the lack
of a true control group. In a few instances, the small sample sizes resulting from the
use of a variety of tests also make comparisons difficult. An inadequate evaluation
plan therefore hampered the evaluation, as did the requirement to maintain test
secuiity.

The need to maintain test security also keT c the evaluator from supplying the
teachers with any interim data on student performance, and thus thwarted one of
the major uses of evaluationprogram improvement. This is especially important
for a program undergoing development, as this one was; an interactive evaluation
might even have caught the imbalance of program content at the elementary level
in time to correct it.

Perhaps the major di.fficulty was that the evaluator faced too many and too
varied tasks, spread out over too large a geographic area. The establishment of
on-site evaluation teams could have mitigated this problem, and scrupulous honesty
and objectivity could have been assured at a modest expense by having an independ-
ent audit of the validation.

At this point, we should discuss the difficulties of gathering data in the public
schools. (Norfolk is no worse in this regard than any other division.) Lack of readily
accessible, complete data forces an evaluator to spend most of his time grubbing in

vfluv-s, tvaulkets' record. books, 'anti so On. Even data. that are fed
inio the central computer are not kept in a eentral file, but are lost once they have
been entered on this or that record. The result is a great waste of time that could
be spent interviewing teachers, talking with parents, obserVing classes, and the like.
Furthermore, what data are gatnered are likely to be incomplete and often wrong.

When special data are to be gathered as part of an evaluation, it is false
economy to assign the task to classroom teachers, building principals, guidance
counselors, or the like, who are likely to have other extra duties generated by the
program and whose primary responsibility is not to gather data. Only the most
conscientious person will faithfully proVide complete records in such circumstances.
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The evaluator would be much wiser to put someone on the scene, either periodically
or throughout the program, whose primary duty would be to collect the data needed.
This would mean more expense, of course, but could be well worth it.

A number of problems had to do with the fact that the program was established
by contract. The most obvious was the difficulty in providing legal arrangements for
insurance covering students in the program. This delayed the signing of the contract
and was finally resolved for a small cost in dollars but a large cost in people's time
and attention, including the involvement of three law firms. A contract is very
binding in more than the legal sense; it makes it difficult to adjust the program as
needed. Renegot iations were required, for example, when the interim testing had to
be revised. In short, a contract can be a hindrance when a program is first being
implemented, unless it is written to accommodate change.

The program cost more than it would have if it had been administered like the
usual compensatory programs. Additional money was needed to recoup the costs of
program development and to cover administrative expenses, travel, and the like. On
top of this were the ETS contract for management support (probably on the order
of $15,000, if Texarkana is any guide) and the University of Virginia contract for
$7,400 (Norfolk's portion of the $74,000). Neither of these expenses would be needed
in a regular program, of course.

Because of the larger number of students that can be accommodated rn LRA's
system, the comparable replication cost of the program is less than the cost of the
regular remedial reading programs. If the problems in content balance can be
solved, effectiveness may be sufficient to warrant abandoning the remedial programs
as they now exist.

The performance contract brought talent from outside the school system to bear
on a serious educational problem, and focused attention on the program. A consider-
able amount of time and motley had already gone into the developrnent of the LRA
systemmoney that came from publishers and others in the education industry.
The fruits of this investment wel c.! made available to Norfolk. Additionally, outsiders
working under a guarantee of reward for good performance seemed to be able to
operate more freely than could have those with established roles in the school
environment. For a number of reasons, then, the more radical departures from
customary practice were adopted and are being extended in Norfolk's target schools.

In sum, it seems likely that the performance contracting program in Norfolk in
1970-71 will result in a considerably changed reading program in target schools, a
program that is at least as effective as the current remedial reading program under
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Title I. Two stem are now being taken that may correct the deficiencies of the
1970-71 program: restructuring the content at the elementary level for a better
balance between word-attack skills and reading comprehension, and the use of a
more interactive evaluation that will contribute directly to the improvement of the
program as it develops.

63



Appendix A
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and the
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"GUARANTEED STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT IN READING

THROUGH OPERATION OF ACCELERATED ACHIEVEMENT CENTE "

August 13, 1970
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Learning Research Associates

1501 Broadway
New York, New York 10036

Phone: 212-594-6649



STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

The seven school divisions of Prince Edward County,

Lunenburg County, Mecklenburg County, Wise County, Dickenson

County, Buchanan County and Norfolk City in cooperation with the

Virginia State Department of Education (hereafter referred to as

the Virginia districts) through its request for proposal for

"GUaranteed Student Achievement in Reading Through Operation of

Accelerated Achievement Centers" seek to achieve a number of key

oojectives. Among the most significant of these are:

to maximize student achievement, as indicated

by performance in reading.'m

to increase the retention power of the schools.

to increase the cost-effectiveness of instruction

in reading in a manner which can be subsequently

adopted in the schools on a turnkey basis.

Learning Research Associates, as the prime contractor,

peeks to assist the Virginia districts in achievem nt of these

objectives through the program described in this proposal. Urbsn

Ed., Inc. will sub-contract and provide assistance and support in

specific aspects of the instructional program in reading and

communication.
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A. nderstendinnof the. SitnatIon of the Seven
School Districts in i

Though variations exist amOns the sven participating

school districts there are a number of characteristics which

they have in common.

With the exception .of Norfollz., all the school districts

are rural and have generally declining population expectations.

Prince Edward County may be an exception-since there appears to

be some evidence.thst a population increase could occur. The

average family income and the average adult education level in

all of the target populations involved in this pilot project are

below that of the State. Children in the target population may

be characterized as "disadvantaged" and consequently the schools

serving Chem have been and will most likely continue to be eligible

for funding under ESEA Title I. Three of the counties - Prince

Edward, Lunenburg and Mecklenburg - in attempting to provide

the education of all their children have experienced additional

complications related to fhe problems of desegregation.

On the average a smaller percentage of high school graduates

go on for additional training as compared with the State and the

Nation. Most of the districts have relatively poor retention power

with higher than average drop out rates.

A significant proportion of students in the target population
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fail to achieve at satisfactory levels in reading and the related

language arts skills.

In light of those conditions the sOvell Virginia school

districts are actively seeking an approach that offers a high

degr of likelihood of success in the reduction or elimination

of the school prohle:x.s described. A perfomAnce cont7oct with

incentives and penalties provides this hind of opportunity. Such

a contract represents one meaas of attracting the talents, skills

and resources of the private sector to the aid of education and

then holding- them accountable fo- results in the projects they

undertake.

In addition the Virginia districts have imposed tho require-

nent of adaptability to the turnkey process, i.e., provision for

the preparation of local personnel and conditions to facilitate

the assumption of the program operation in the years succeeding

its introduction at a high level of cost effectiveness.

This represents a much needed concept in the field of educa-

tion and offers the prospect of aromatic change in schools and

their impact on pupils in a relatively sbort period of time.

The results of this project will have significant tnpact on

the future educational planning-of the ven school districts and

the Virginia State Department pf Education particularly as it

relates to (1) overcoming academic deficits, (2) increasing reten-
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tion power of the schools, (3) inereasinz 0 fectiveness of

the instructional program, (4) teacher training, qualifi_ations

and role, (5) selection and use of learning materials, (6) d-

Of physical facilities and (7) the nature and design of learning

experiences.

B. History of SimIlar_P,..uaranic

Urban Ed., Inc. , the proposed sub-contractor for the re,din- colrl-

ponent of this proposal for.the operation of Rapid Learning Centers,

hes successfully conducted eight reading proj cts for underachi Trs

over the past three years as indicated in Figura F following page 50.

Five of these_projects are particularly relevant to-the target school

population specified by the Virginia school districts: Yeshiva Uni-

versity NDEA Institutes, grades 4-9; South Bronx School - grades 1 and

2, Bronx, New York P.S. 148, New York, N. Y. grades 5-3, p.3. 1 New

York, N. Y. grade 6 and P.S. 130, New York, N. Y. grade Ad-

ditionally, Miss Diane Smith, a full-tim* staff member of Learning

Research Assoc±ates, directed an intensive demonstration and teacher-

training project in Manchester, Connecticut to increase reading skills

of junior and senior high school students who were retarded two __

more years in reading.

nally, Mr. Lee D. Brown, Director..of Learning Research Associates,

Inc., participated in two adult literacy projects that successfully

utilized special intensive approaches. The first of these was the FACE
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project in Cleveland. Ohio directed by P. Robert Dinswanger3 cu_rently

at the Harvard Graduate School of Education; the second vas the Adult

Literacy Project of the Milwaukee County Department of Welfare directed

by Mr. Anthony J. Sinsky.

C. Pro osal Deal_ n to Meet the_Conditiona as
Apeeified in the Re uest for Proposal

This proposal is designed to meet the general and

specific provisions of the RFP for the project entitled

"Guaranteed Student Achievement In Reading Through Oporatioli

of Accelerated Achievement Centers."

The project is designed to operate throughout the 1970-

1971 school year for a period of 150 days with each student

participating in reading instruction for fhe equivalent of 150

hours. The payment for the services of the contractor will fall

within the constraints specified in the RFP.

The High Intensity Learning Centers in which instruction will take

place is designed-to provide for a significantly larger number of students .

thad anticipated in this project. Thus . in a six hour school day

as Many as 'ISO students can use the center without a significan

inerease in cost because the materials are designed to be non-con-

sumable, have a life expectancy of 3 tO 5 years and are geared to

an individualized approach. There is little differehea in cost in

providing for twenty or thirty students. The only added cost would
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be for the additional time of a teacher who might

during after-schol or evening hours. Therefore,

could be significantly decreased with an inarenee

student3participating.

The learning iysteta proposed is designed to be adopted on

a turnkey basis at the beginning of the second year of the contract.

ThiS is contingent upon the assumption that professional personnel

recruited from the Virginia districts and t aimed by LRA and Urban

Ed.,Inc. continue to be employed in the hi511 Intensity Learnim

Centers. Learning Research Associates is prepared to guarantee

at least two alternative levels ef c-ost--cffcct:ivenass and the

attendant conditions within one month after completion of this

project for introduction of the learning system into counterpart

schools at counterpart grade levels. In addition LRA.is prepared

to gOarantee a cost-effectiveness level of at least 507. upon

incorporation and adoptio_by the participating school districts.

If LRA LS chosen as the successful bidder a detailed survey

will be.made immediately with the cooperation of the appropriate

Virginia district personnel to determir i! the nature and extent of

all resources - human and material thatare available for use in

this project. Shruld any financial savings be realised as the

result of this search ehey Will be passed.on to the school district

or diverted to provide increased effectivene s of the project.

work w!th students

operating co.ts

in the number of
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LRA will be willing to negotiate an incentive contract after

validation of the first year achievement results and costs to insure

Chat the learning systems can be utilized during the second and sub-

sequent year of the project at Che most cost-effective level possible.

LPN is prepared to negotiate a performance incentive contract for the

1971-1972 school year turnkey operations.

Learning Research Associates and its sub-contractor,Urb n Ed., Inc.

have extensive successful experience working with Lchool personnel

at all levels as well as with community representatives, including

individuals and groups. Therefore, the contractor(s) possesses

considerable sensitivity and awareness of the kbeds of approaches Chat

are required to assure a high degree of accepaace of i laovation

by various constituencies with a minimum of adverse reaction.

onnel of the contractor will work closely and cooperatively

throughoLit the period of the contract with school pc.rson,lol and

other groups and individuals to assure a smooth transition in the

installation and acceptance of learning centers. It is on- recom-

mendation that to the extent possible the Virginia districts, within

the existing time constraints, pinn on LleoLings with the pnblic, in-

cluding parent groups, to help tb understand the merits of and

gain support for this unique approach, LRA would welcome the op-

portunity to participate and cont- ibute to these mOetingS.

LRA is willing to conduct Ximited program operations in the late
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afternoon or early evenings at agreed upon sites. These opetatic-:Is

Would be contingent upon the need for these services an the target

or expanded popvlation and would be reimbursable to the cortractor

on the sa-.?. basis as in the standard compensation plan.

In addition, LRA and 7jEI, hereafter referred to as the Contractors,

agree to the following general provisions of the RFP:

. all testing (exclusive of that intended for diagnostic

purpose to be conducted or supervised by each partic-

ipating school division or by an independent evaluat r

engaged for this project. LRA has had extensive experience

in developing and administering performance tests, and in

having clients administer perforrmnee tests developed by 1_,W=.

Accordingly, so long as the directions for administration

are adhered to and So certified by the project manager CI

his designee, LRA is willing to have all supervision of

testing used as the basis of payment under the jurisctictioa

of the local school district.

. report actual start-up and operating costs to

each Superintendent in accordance with the

stipulated forms and procedures.

. conduct operational programs w4hin the constraints

of, and in accordance with, the intent and conditions

of the evaluation design.
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. tailor the 1:earning syetem to meet individual n

of the tarset populations.

utilize the capabilities and resources of each of

the seven districts.

ds

accept the fixed time and cost constraints imposed

by the participating school divisions and the per-

formance criterion of maximizing student learning as

the general basis of contractor payment. LRA and Urban

Ed., Inc. personnel have a long history of meeting time

and budget constraints while achieving specified per-

formance objectives. Since the fall of 1969, LRA has

guaranteed to spec fie school systems the achievement

of performance objectives in connection with the sale

of its learning materials, particularly in the area of

reading.

. being willing to work with all seven districts.

. being willing to purchase a perform:Ince bond equal to

the projected risk of the project as de ermined by the

participating districts.
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D. Brief: Pvrview of the Proposed_ _Approach

The approach described ippropriatc for the grade levels

from 1 UT -ugh 9 involved in this project. High Intensity

etvnters will be established at each of the eighteen schools

among the seven school districts. Appro::imately twenty-five students

will be scheduled into these centers on c daily basis for a period

of one hoar. At the outset of the project each student will be

diagn ,K1 to determine his particular needs and behavioral compet-

encies. Appropriate instruments have bean developed and/or selected

for this purpc.le. Subsequently each student has learning activities

and maerials prescribed fo- his involvement. These have been

selected to provide maximum responsiveness to the student's need in

teras of skill, content, level and rate of learning. The materials

are for the most part self directing and self correcting. Most are

carefully sequenced so that students can move on independeitly, orce

diagnos77s and prescription have been emanieted, with a minimum of

teacher direction. The teacher subseqaently focuses on continuing

diagnosis and prescription and assists students who are experiencing

lifficulty in progressing.

The concept underlying this appr-a h is derived from careful

research and subsequent application in the cls:.sroom i.nd is based on

maximizing the time spent by students in active participation in

learning, i.e., in prescribed lea.ning activities. By this method
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the percentage of clock time spa in prscrLiad learning activities

is increased from the ave classroom rate of 35% to a Rish In-

tensity Learning Center rate of 80 to 85%.

Motivation f r continuing attendance in the HILC and ire,Ave-

meat in the lcaraing activitios is enhanced by providing imediete

and direct feedheck to the student on his responses so that he

experiences rcinforecetnnt or "pay off". The reinforccalnt systen

lb translated into charts, graphs'or the opportunity to spend more

time in the center or in activities of the students'choice.

Additionally, the centers are designed to be attractive and inviting

in appearance and highly functional Evi learning to take plac .

Centers will have area carpets be air cordiZJoned, aed have some

comfortable living room typo furniture. One of the other Unique

features will be bins containing hnolzs suitable for a wide range of

interests and reading levels.

The "system" of high intensity learning is'dosigned so that

after the first year of operation it can be successfully "turnkeyed"

into the regular pattern of the Virginia schools at a low cost which

'is well below that of the initial contract costs.

The total approach described is geared to the attainvtent of

specified performance objectives and growth on standardixed achieve-

ment tests. Because of the wide range of entry'level skills possessed

by the target population it is difficult to offer specific guarantees



in terms of performance objectives before assessing the specific

populations. ilowover, we can describe w:poetnd achievement levels a-

reflected in standardized test scores based on our previous ,experiecce.

FOr the target population the mean achievement gain u11 l be a growth

of one year during the period of one year of instruction-. A bank of

hierarchically sequenced performance oblectives in ret-Aing will be

available from which will be selected those Chat are appropriate for

participating students depending upon thefx en try level skills. The

agreed upon objective will be determined as result of a

review with each project rsaao n r and/o., Lis designated rep-

resentative.

Additional details are presented in the section on the

Technical Approach with further supportive materials in the

Appendi

The Rationale of t_e Censor ium

The consortium undertaking this project consiSts of the

following groups with the rosponPibilities indicated:

Learning RCSCar 'a Associates is the prime contractor with

overall responsibility for project management and administration.

Urban Ed. Inc. is the sub-contractor with direct responsibility

for the teacher tratning and supervision of the high intensity

learning centers for reading.



At leant tWO important factors led to the formation of the

present consortium.

1. A hich degree of congruence of philosophy end practice

exists between the consortium members. The major elements of

agreement include recognition of the need for

individualization of instruction

integration of achievement motivation as part of the

academic training of the student in school

application of project management techniques and cost-

effectiveness analysis

a "systematic" approach to the instructional pr cess

nificant modification in school practices to result in

improved educational experience for all students

2. The availability of highly talented and experienced porso nel

in the areas required for the success of the Virginia project.

'Supporting dôcu::-ats in the section co Corporate tackground

and Experience, including pors

factors.

Ynus, will aatest to these

/I. TECHNICAL ATTROACR

The planned approach for the project is described in nine

separate though interrelated sectioas (A) Dockground and Rationale

for High Intensity Learning Ccntcrs, Diegnosis in the nigh
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Intensity Learning Centers, C) Laarning Activities in the Centers,

(D) Personnel-Selection, Staffing and Training, (E) Operation of

the Centers, (F) Objectives, Guarantees and Cost ImPlications,

(G) Facilities, 01) Learning aterials, (I) Results of Eperieuce

WIth High Intensity Learning Centers.

The proposed approach is based upon several fundamental

assumptions. ihese include;

. problems of motivation should.be treated as an

integral part of an individual student's involvement

in an academic discipline Such as reading

individualized instruction is an effective means

of maximizing selected growth opportunities for

the individual student

, performance obiectives and criterion referenced test

items are essential to proper curriculum planning and

evaluation

a non-labor intensive approach with emphasis on

approPriate materials, technology and systems and

a changing role for the teacher is essential to in-

creasing the effectiveness of certain kinds of learn-

ing

performance contracting with the turnkey component

can result in dramatic changes in school practices
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vithin relatively short periods of time

The overall aim of the proposed approach is to effectively

and efficiently meet the objectives described in the request for

proposal.

A. Background and Rationale for Hizh Intensity Learning_
Centers

If the retardud reader is non-w!kite, urban or rural end

poor, his retardation 1.3 considered a conromitaut of being dis-

advan aged. Being "disadvantaged" means many things among which

are: absence of a father in the home, speaking with a "different"

dialect, having a deficient c nceptual vocabulary, having a "non-

verbal" communications style, suffering from low self-esteeem, and

living in an environment that does not provide stimAllation for

learning experiences.

If the retarded reader Is white, suburban and middle class,

his retardation is often 1 "dyslexia," or is explained as the

result of perceptual dysfun tio _

Bleck or white, the retarded reader is analyzed, prodded,

observed, tested, exposed to instruction, re-exposed to "remedial"

instruction, "diagnosed," written up and, if he is one in I00,000,

referred to a university clinic.

Psychiatrists, psychologist, learning disab lity experts,

pediatricians, neurologists, guidance counselors, reading specialists
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and principals supply us with the following diagnostic labels to

explain the retarded reader:

Disadvantaged
Dyslexia
Emotionally disturbed
Mixed dominant
Lazy
Hyperhinctic
Lack of impulse control
DistractibilitY
Minimal brain dysfunetion
Minimally neurologically
impaired

Perceptually handicapped
Or impaired

Learning disability
Cross lominant
Hyperactive
Hypoactive
Passive agressive
Uc's not ready
Delayed maturation

The list of etiologies and labels may in fact describe

conditions that exist in individuals or groups who ere retarded_

readers, 'but the ACCuracy of the labels and etiological conditions

is irrelevant to the treatment of most cases of reading retardation.

1. Research indicates that most reading retardation stems

from a psychoeducational disease we have labeled

-- poor teaching.

2. Even in cases of neurological impairment or perceptual

dysfunction, the etiology of a behavioral condition

that is uot wIthin the realm of medics/ pathology is

usually irrelevant to its treatment.

In addition to documenting this point of view.

description presents the specific techniques for remediating

dyspedagogia using High Intensity Learning Centers.
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Etiology of the reading retardation (dyspedagogia) is irrelevant

to its treatment.

Etiology is crucial to behavioral research that is meant to

pay off some day in preventative programs. To prevent future readine

retardation, we must isolate the etiologicat variables that cause teat

condition. lo solve the reading problems that exist currently in

children.,-etiology is irrelevant.

Two other points must be clarifled before considering efie data

in support of the irtel vance of etiology. First, the specific

emditions described by diagnostic labels and etiologies are often

accurate. The irrelevance of etiology does not deny the existence

of poyehosocial, psyebophysleal, psychodynamic, psycholinguistic,

economic and ecological variables implied in diagnostic labels

and ,tiological descriptions. Second, many of those veriables

are important to consider and to treat for reasons other than

literacy. The point is, that in IIK'st trea_tments of readief retarda-

tion these variehl-s arc irrelevant.

According to Mary Austin's study,
*

American reading instruction

in general is weak. More drattic, perhaps, Chan Austin's observotioas

were the classroom achievement level patterns that emerged from the

Cooperative Read'ag Research projects conducted in the mid 1960's

by the U. S. Office of Education. One of the best of these studies,

*Mary Austin et al., The First R, New York, Macmillan, 1963.
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Albert Harrls'" cRAFT project, demonstrates the existence of

dyspcdagogia.

Harris found what most other Cooperative Reading Research

studies found and what most researchers predicted he would find:

When we compare various published beginning reading programs matching

the classrooms both with caeh program and across each program, the

difference between one classroom's achievement and another's usint

the same program is greater than classroom achievement levels across

programs. liost researchers interpreted this as: "The toacte vari-

able is more potent than the 'method' variable." This, of course,

is an over-simplification. The published meter al is a program, not

a method. What each tonemor does with a published proeram is "the

method." In other words, the resea
k

as indicate that matbo o.:

makes a difference in achievement. The que-tiot that needed to he

asked wAs not: Which beginning rcadin, program gets better results?

Instead, the question should have b n: What is it that more

successful teachers do that less ,,uncessful teachers do not do?

The researchable problem should have been: Whet is the podaquy

in the more successful lassrooms?

As au experienced researcher, Harris anticipated the teacher

variable or what is defined as padageg-y. He built into the CRAFT

**Albert Harris et al., A Continuation of the Craft Projec :
Comparing_aperoaches with Disadvantaged Urban NegIo Children
in Primary Crades, U.S.O.E. #6-10-063. Division of Teacher
Education, City University of New York. 1968.
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project attempts to isolati.1 variables that could identify more .

successful teachers. One earlier study indizated two varLbles which

appear to b.2 most significant:

1. More sue'essful teachers (as defined by higher

reading achievement levels of pupils) tended to

differentiate (individualize) reading instruction

more than less successful teachers.

2. Classes with higher reading achievement tended

to spend more ticv in reading instructl,on than

classes with lower readicg achievement.

Call these varia1,3c1 differentiated instruction and tin-2. The problem

with most classroom observation schemes is that they concentrLte ou

the wrong phenomenon -- fhe teacher. When they look at the pupil,

they do so either in interaction with the teacher or in an unsystematic,

"clinical" observation. Tannenbaum and Cohen, on the other

developed a different classroom analysis scheme. Instead of observing

the teacher, they analyzed pupil behaviors in reading classes. They

analy2ed systematically what reading skills and subskills each child

was learning, at what level he was operating, what channel oC

communications input he was esi - through w:Iat coP.Annirations

channel he was respuading, the types of media deliverin% the

stimuli, the learning strategy wtilizcd by the learner and the



pupil grouping employed. This technique allowtd the ebservar to

analyze a class and to define not only what the class was doing on

all eight dirinions 1 ted in tht Taxonomy of Instructional Treat-

ments (Figure A). This observato- schema revealed that more

successful class ha4 a higher "partieipation-in-loarning ratio"

(P ratio) than less successful classes. This study is imporf-ant

for two reasons: First, it focused on the .1 rthicr then on

the teacher, demonstrating that learner performance, not teachcr

perfo -anee, is the more accurate neerure of classroom efficiency.

Second, it defined what dl_ffercntintion and more time mnaat in otter

studies that had similar findings.

The TannenbauiuCohan technique Indicated Why individualisiug

Instruction and increasing time caused reading achievement to

increase. The factors appear to be efficic-nev and intensity,. Given

a period of time in which pupils are progratniad to read, the more

successful classes are ones in which 65 to 90% of the clock time is

spent by the pupils working in prescribed learning-to-road activiti n.

The best way to achieve this intensity is to adjust what a child

learns to each individual's needs and to allow each child to learn

that skill or content at his level and at his own ratel. Tliis
called "individualizing" or "differentiating" instruction. The degree

,to Which the teacher does not differentiate can be partially com-

pensated for by Locreesing the amount of clock hours devoted to'
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1.

1.

2.

A

Figure A

TAXONOMY OF INSTRUCTIONAL TREAM=1;TS

(Developed for Project :10EC-1-6-062528- b'2)

by Abraham J. Tannenbaum and S. Alan Cohen

BASIC SKILLS II,BASIC SUBSKILL III.SEQUENTIAL LEVEL

Word Attack 1. Consonant:a 1. Easy/Initial
2. Vowels 2. Average/Intercd.
3. Word Structure 3. Difficult/
4. Sisitt Vocchultry Sophisticated
5. Word Maaning 4. Ungradoblo
6. Context Inference
7. Symbolic Discrimination

Comprehension 1. Details-Main Ideas
2. Sequence-Rolations
3. Follow Directions
4. Sentence Structure
5. Paragraph Structure
6. Recreational Reading

Study Skills 1. DiCtionary
2. Maps and Craphs
3. References & Im:ts

0

0 N

F C
A

0

IV. COMMLNICATION INPUT

1. Auditory
2. Visual
3. Kinesthetic
4. Auditory/Visual
5. VIsual/Kincsthetic
6. Auditory/Kinesthetic
7. VisualiAudit/Kinesth.

V. COLEIUNICkTION OUIFUT

O. .Non-observable'
1. Otal
2. Motoric
3. Oral-Notoric

S VI. INSTRUCTIONAL MEDIA VII. INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGY VIII.INSTRUCTIONAL c.naupi.

R 1. Visual-Projector 1. Play-Chance I. Teacher/Larg Croup
A 2. Auditory-Recorder 2. Play-Competition 2. TeacImIr/Small Crc,up
I 3. Skill Drill Text 3. Play-Puszle 3. Tchr/Lndiv. SLud/Tuor
E 4. -Games-Role Playing 4. Test-Reapoase 4. Student/Small Croup
G 5. Books 5. Exploration 5. Student/Larf,c Crr

6. Programmed Itcponse 6. Student/Student lo=
7. Creative Problcn 7. Indiv. Self InaLruc.
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reading instructim. In other words, three hours daily of ineffiLieut

Teading instruction Imy yield-a little. better result than ono hour

daily of inefficIent rardiig I actiOn. MoaL traditional teacher-

directed classrooms operate, according to this research, at 30 to

45% P ratios. By increasiag time in these inefficient classrooms,

achievement increases slightly. But if we increase boah clyiciancy

aini time, p_chievement jwa... That is precisely wbat happens in

High Intensity Learning Centers.

Using the Tannenbaum-Cohen observation scheme results in

the conclusion that most classrooms operate ot shockingly low

efficiency. Uaing the eight taxonomy dimensions (Figure A), this

observation scheme shows little reel instruction occurring in most

classrooms. "Real instruction" is systematic, sequential management

of prescribed stimuli and contingencies. Nost classroom instruction

is simply exposure. The assumption, for example, that all children

aro certainly taught letters and words does tot stand up under care-

ful behavioral analysis. The fact is that most children c rtainly

do not receive intensive instruction in letters and words. They are

merely exposed to letters and words, and a pedagogical universe

exists between simple exposure and systematic contingency management

Which is the key to learning.

Dyspedagogia is therefore,.what most children get in school.

And for most children, dyspeciagogia is good enough, for they read
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in spite of it. Some children, houever, do have unique combinations

of negative psychosocial, psychodynamic, psychophysical, psycholin-

guistie variables that require something mere than dyspedagogia.

Their problems are not in these unique combinations but in the

dyspedagogia. For the Harris CRAFT study, am6osst others, shows us

that in the presence of intensive negative etiological factors,

a slictht increase in the intensity of instruction eliminates a

measurable amount of the effect of these etioloieal variables at

the beginning reading stage. To assume that just because a Child

has been exposed to a course called "remedial reading" or "sp Lel

help," he has received intensive instruction is an error.

Itarrisl populations wer e disadvantaged urban children who

manifest what we call in middle elass children the "learning dis-

order" syndrome. The "disadvantaged" syndrome is tl learning dis-

ability syndrome at its most intensive. In poor children we often

call it "deprivation." In the CRAFT research teachers wore closely

trained and supervised, resulting not in optimal pedagogy, bat in

slightly better-than-average pedagogy. In third grade, these

disadvantaged children in the CRAFT study were reading on grade level

-- a rare phenomenon in these particular ghetto schools. The crucial

factor was pedagogy. Stated in reverse, dyspedagogia ("low intensity"

pedagogy) causes most reading retardation. Stated positively in

spite of intensive negative psychosocial, psychodynamic, psychophysleal,
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psycholinguistic factors, a little better pedagogy ("high intenait

pedagogy) makes a big difference in achievement.

B. Diagnasis in the ifighDIrL4LULIIIII
Centers

Students will report daily to nigh intensity Learning

Centers for work in reading and comxo

The first step in ntensiva instruction, illustrated in

the ar i of communications, is prescripti-:e dlagnosis-disLinguish-

able from classical diagnosis by the formar's utility. Classical

diagnosis assigns numbers (third grae.e level) or etiological labels

(developmental-dyslexia, or primary reading disorder with passive

_ggressive tendencies) to a child's behavior. Obviously, the

classical diagnosis is'useless to the child and to the clinician

who must find a way to teach the child to read.

The prescriptive diagnosis may also record a child's specific

deficiencies by using numbers by standard scoreso or by percent

correct. But the prescriptive diagnosis has five characteristics

that differentiate it from the classical diagnosis;,

It de4nes the spccific reading behavior ucasured,

usually by the nature of-the test used.

It describes the behaviors operationally, usually

by the nature of the test item. ("Select one of
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four alternative titles thau expreesed the pera3raph's

main idea.")

It defines the conditices of. behavior en such

diJiensions as: a timed test, in a c]nssroom etc.

4. It define=: the crit ion of success in such

' rade level achievement" or "percent

correct." fhis is called CV,f!CIV lc.l and

and is determined by the teacher, who considers

the entering level of the child, hin uneral

ability level, his degree of retardation a:Id the

level of the ratcrialn availehle. The expectancy

level is set at a level 'higher than the child is

presently operating, but low enough for him to

reach in a r latively shouttimc.

5. It answers the question TnAT? of its findings.

The teacher is not allowed to record a qualitative

or quantitative designation to any lest behavior

unless he also renc s a "best gurs" SO WAT to

indicate what strategy, grouping, medium or level

(see Figure A) will remediate the deficiency. The

teacher usually records in the SO IMAT column the -

name of a piece of learning material to help remediate
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the deficiency.

Figure B is an -xample of a HIGH INTENSITY LEARNiNG CM;TER SO

WHAT Diagnosis fer a retarded reading seventh grader. It cover lowar

level reading skills. Another form is used for hihur level or,com-

prehension skills. That form Ls shown as FiE;ure C. Thn behviors one

chooses to list on a SO WHAT Dianosis form det,,l'o4yd by the

of the pupil populations, the available teaching resources and Lhe biases

and talents of the teacher.

The first four char eteris tics of the SO cMAT Diagnosis

are defined by tho diagnostic tests used. The tests are parts of

published standardized batteries, teacter-ac checklists or

reading samples. Using the test as the instructional objective

forces the teacher to define the behavioral outeomao and requires

bim te admit to himself what he conceives the roaeling act to be. It

prevents teachers from using the stereoLypd cop-out: "I'don't

believe in standardized reading tests. Reading is much more than

what the Metropolitan Achievement Test taps. I teach for those other

things that tests don't measure."

---The SO WHAT Diagnosis does not advocate teaching to the test.

Instead, it demands that teachers teach for tbe types of behaviors

defined by a criterion test. Reading is always "more than the test

measures." But whatever more one cares to teach must, by the rules

of the SO WHAT Diagnosis, be defined in a crIterion test. For example,
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FIG- ICE 9
SA74PLE 01_7 SO DIAGNOSIS FCP.
9ASIC LCAD-ING SKTLLS , USED I.::

THE HIC.:IL

Name John.Smith Age 13 Crado _y

Date of Tests 9/69 Grade Level Expectancy 7.C._

Behaviors ore SO WPAT

1. Visual Discrim of Letters OK Kaye him work in spare time
on letier form board for b, p,
dt_c_i, c, v, w_,____x JI, z

2. Alphabet Knowledge OK__

poor

_ __

3. Visual Memory for Words Tachistoscope Trainipg-7.BL Sp,.;11
SpelliaZ; 2, 3, e: Faychotachnicr LC-

4. Word-Reeognition (Sight) poor Same as 3; also Word tan system,
Dolch list and cCandler Basalr .

Word Analysis or Visual Trackin:7/Michigan L.P.

6. COncepotal Vocabulary 0 To work needed non.

77. Auditory Diserim Sounds in
ds.

weak Menial & end weak. Michigan L.P.
Aod,_Discrim.

poor Do 3-5 & 10-14 first. Then use
107_dictations dailv.

8. Phonic Spelling

9 nitial Cons =an

___

o-. No work pc

10. Final Consonants weak Work on 3-5, 7 first. Tben pro-
_gram additional Michigan L. P.

11. Initial Blends ,eak tack owith_ BRL and works
. Intersnse -it .o %lt. Final Blends_ .__ oor

13. Short Vowel Sounds poor_ i, card gamce. If this_dcesn'e_
.! use Soneeh To r-jfl a a - to- 0 ..14, Visual Discrim. of Vowels poor

15. Auditory Svilabificatio7
...._

good-1 No work_need_
Ieente for now.16. Visual Syllabification -poor

17. Btroctural Analysis
-_ __ ____-___

poor : tnr 3-5 7 use :emilit:
-_-_--

weak Scott Foresman, progrecd
Strolling and other work books.

18. Common Confusions

19. Oral Readina Gomprehen_l n good I work needed.

20. Silent Reading Comprehen-
sion cood (No codc bnst4-uc. Ocilla.)

21. I.istent.ng Comprehension vat& EDT, Listenin-

22. Following Written Direc-,
tions poor

. _

Baruell Loft Follow Dir-' 'ior.:1---._,
A & B

23. Followin:! Oral hirections weak Litarting Skills., _ .



Nan

FIGDKE C

Date of Test

Age Grade

Behaviors
VOCAY,ULARY

General

Science

Math

Social Stu _s

so WiaT DIAGNOSTIC
REPCQT FC): 11 IcUlt
LEVEL SKILLS

Expectancy

Snra7P 1_ SO VITAT?

Definitions

Simple Choice

Mathematics

-p

REFERENCE SKILLS

Parts of a book

Newspaper

Dictionary

Index

Crapbs
Classifying
Reference books
Maps
Organizing
Reeall_of Se,cuence

COMPREHENSION

Recall of Details
Recall of /Join Ideas
Inference

*Self-Initiated Reading



teachers who claim to teach children "a love of books" have been forced

to define what they mean operetIonally. H 1 does one know that

Johnny loves to read books? In Figure C this ii.structioaal objective

is defined by a behavior listed as Self-Initiated k dine. Ibis is

simply an operational definition and is measured by a teacher cheek

list.
Whstever tests one uses, they should help the teacher pinpoint

the specific behaviors Chat must be learned and hoo the learner is

Most likely to learn those behaviors. Many tents, including

informal:teacher-made instruments, can isolate the behav oral

deficits. But.praetically no test reports how a pupil learns.

The best analysis of how the child may learn is a calculated guess

based on how the child tends to perform on a !est, That guess is

recorded under SO WHAT (Fite, 8). When treatment begins, the

teacher may need to correct his guess. To do so, the teacher'tries

any combination of the eight variables listed os the Taxonomy

(Figure A) to engineer the types of responses defined by the criterion

tests.

C. Activities in the Cent,rs_

Intensified instruction is a system by which a learner

responds to prescribed stimuli 85 to 95% of the assigned time.

The prescription insures that the individual works on the specific

skill or liltormation he needs according to the SO WHAT Diagnosis.

IOU
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The individual'n schedule is simply parts of the SO W1TAT column

(Figure B) fitted ato a time schedule with one time slot devoted

to straight reading comprehension-regardless of how deficient the

reader is in basic code busting. Thus, the three-hour schedule

for the seventh grader whos'e SO WHAT Diagnosis is shown as Figure D,

appents as Figure D. In most cases, a child's schedule is con-

veniently split into three areas: Word Study, Comprehension, Word

Study Skills.*

Examples of the materials and physical setting for tbis type

of prescriptive High Intensity Learning Center are described later

in this section.' By structuring the learning environment with a

large var ety of specially designed materials thaA: do not r q

constant teacher control of delivery of stimuli, the teacher can meet

fhe content need, level and rate of learning of each pupil with a

30 to i student-teacher ratio.

A simple model is used to dete nine which materials to use,

how to structure the physical envirou nt and which strategfeS to

employ. To intensify instruction the content, level, and rate of

learning must be adjusted to each individual. The materials,

strategy and resourees.must....

*In Figure D, Tommy it so deficient in basic "code busting" skills,
that most of-his activities are concentrated in Word Study.
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FIG= D

CLASS SCHEDULE FOR RETARDED READER SHOWN IN FIGURE 13

Word Study

9 to
915

Visual
Tracking

9:15
to

9:30

Tech Training
EDL and
Psychotechnics

9:35
to

ijL

Michigan L. P.= 3 - A

Comorchension

10:00 Read for Compre-
to hension in Readin.-'

10:30 Attainment (Red)
and in Srtep 172
Books.*

10:30 EDL Listening
to Skills Tapes

11:00

Word Study

11:00 Auditory Discrim. f

to Michignn L. P.
11:20 Listening

11:20 Word flank, Word
to Games to pre-tea

12:00 vocabulary in
Chandler readers

These activities may be scheduled over a three day period for one hour
each day.

Regardless of how deficient a pupil is in basic word analysis, a high
interest and low vocabulary bOok Or kit is programmed into his schedule
to give him a feeling of what reading is really is.
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Personalize, "Leval .for each individual.

Rate

/Upplied to this modal al:e a nlwi3er of clossi _ lea_n

principles, four of which are especially important:

a. The inlivIduell_s er.o. - ins be _!ers

and. when _to tench hi-L. Presently, wost schools and clinics

predetermine whet a child will learn. For e;:aisple, most first

grades have a set of basal readers that 1,1rgely doternina the

Cool:arr.., rate and level of instruction. Ihe child either fits

the program et a prescribed rate And loyal or he flunks. Soma

teachers mannge to divid the larnam into three sub-groups and

with this off as "adjusting instruction to ndividual needs."

This, of course, is an absurdity, for it implieS only three

possible combinations of rates, levels and content needs. Such

absurdities contribute to dyspedazogia,

b. Motivation mana[fewent is_the mor dctei7inant of

learning. Ironic as it may secm, one of the most irvidious forces

to undermine learning in the classroom is the teacher training

inStitution and the school administration that requite the tradi.

tional lesson plan. The lesson plan is the "fifth column" of the

school. It misrepresents motivation. As a result, many practicing

lii
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teachers do not understann, nor do they ocinte the sisnificanec

of motivation

What the lesson plan calls "- ] n" is reany attenti.en-

getting. Attention-getting is :., us fi-1, enLerual device such as

yelling, or telling a humorous story, "intr n ing" a suhjcct.

Motivation, on the'other hand, is what a learner feels when he re-

snonds to a stirnlus and Inlowsi:.nc,e:lgtnlv wilether or not his respon

is adequata. If he discovers the response is ec!equate, he feels

good. We. call it venr2L If he d.iscov,nu the

response is inadequate, he receives (or feels) pçte
reinforcement. That reinforcamn system in a hinh intensity

qt.

Learning Ceater is translated into rewnrds, or points, or simple

charts, graphs or records. Tha formal or informal reinforcement

system sets an "affective tone" which is rottvgnieft. In ether

pctiv_ation En11, of a learner experieneinn Che

contingencies, pr pgv offs, er resnits ci: his behaviors,

This is a fact of life intrinsic to all behavior, but it

is rarely used in the classroom or clinic as a management technique

in learning to read.

An understanding of the nature and significance of motivation

requires the entire instruetioael system to be modified to present

each stimulus or set of stimuli to each learner Fnmediately following

each learner's a tiva, overt response to a previous stimulus, This
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is intensive l,arning c.'.d is different from what is alloxled to occur

in the traditional, teacher-directed large or small group lesson.

c. Immediate feedback is Provided for each response. Motiva-

tion management depends upon the learner hnewin immediately the

appropriateness of his response. How else can the learner experleace

positive or negative reinforcement uhich becomes the impetus to

tend to the next stimulus?

ci. Whatever is tabe learned should be a reinforced -rewerdedl

I.E.22nse to an appropLiEtto stimulus pr sot of stimuli. Teecltjpa is

behavior management. The teacher structures an environment in whir_',

preserihed stimuli are presented to the learner, and the learocrts

responses are appropriately reinforced. Too often, teachers

expOse.childron to information end assume that infoamation is

learned. But intensified lecrning is more than mere exposure.

Learning ou urs whcv this lual-ner ov.2rtly rpoids, nd Chet

response is Lnmadiately reinforced positively or negati ely. Mere

knowledge of the r ponse's adequacy or inadec;uacy is usually

reinforcement for most normal children. The important point is

that unless an overt response to programmed stimuli is reinforced,

the teacher cannot assume learning to have taken place.

D. Personnel - Selection Staffin and Trainiu

Applying the principles of learning described requires a

very different teacher than traditionally sought ia remdial

113 99



work. The teacher mutt- be a m awl:, not a disponser of wisdom.

The manager determines tha target bchaa,lors to Le achieved. lhe

manager diegnos s. Ile programs the learner accordiug to the SO

VHAT Diagnosis and then UIOtCIICC sets of bard and software to the

content need and levels of each learner. The instruction becomas

largely self instruction or small pupil-term learning. The manager

or tacher adjusts resources using the Taxe :Ay (Figure A) as a

guide. The Taxonomy offers eight varir,hles tle teacher can manipu-

late until he gets the desired response from the leorder. The

learner controls his omm rate of learnins aad almost all the record

keeping.

Examples of types of materials to teach reAding used iu this

type of "learning center" appear with the interim objectiaes in the

APPENDIX. The teacher's job is to manipulate these materials in

relation to pupil needs, to modify materials so that tney can be usad

as self-directing and self-correcting learnIng experiences, nd to

give on-the-spot first aid to the learner when the materials to teach

a specific behavior are unavailable or non-existent.

Teaching staff for L..e project will be selected from the pool

of personnel identified by each of the tchol districts. We. will

welcome recommendations and advice from the leadership in each of the

seven school districts on candidates for participation in the projec

To the extent that pare professionals may be used they will be
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selected from tl torIiooda of the targ t pop.,1('tiontl.

The criteria we wilt apply in the selection of candidates

will include a record of success or demonstrated ability to

relate to and interact prductively vith young

people of the target population

apply current knowledge of hao young people learn

respond flexibly to the changing needs of a unique

situation

use learning materials froa the area of reading

and language arts

uSe diffe ent learning strategies in accord witb

the needs of tne learner

work effectively with individual students

Thelainialum qualification for a professional to be considered

would be certification as a te her by the State of Virginia. We

resnrve the right to reject recommended candidates in the event they

fail to meet our criteria.

We wiI1 select one professional to staff each High Intensity

Learning Center (HILC) in each of the school districts. These staff

personnel will work directly with the 125 students attending the HILC.
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In addition LRA-UET will eopley and come two people with

extensive experience snd training in ranJing ond

learning techniques as f'ele supervisors and progrom monitors.

To the extent feasible we will attempt to selet thasc sut:rvisors

from those rocemilended by the school districts. kowever, we will

seek candidates from Iv: ver sources seem m t likely to yield

people the charaeterisLics we are seeking. The supervisors

wi71 provide support f,ad guidance to each of the teachers opetating

the HILC on an itinerant basis. Ono of the supervisors will be

headquartered in the western part of the state, probably in Dickonson

County, while the -ther will be base 7 in the eastern region possibly

in Lnnetburg County. They Will apportion their time equally among

each Of the HILC's and schedule assistanoe according to the needs

of each center. The supervisors will undergo training under the

direction cO LRA-UEI personnel in advance of the training of operating

staff of the HILC's.

A one week intensive training program designed to prepare

the teachers to effectively opera the HILC's will be held in one

of the schools located most conveniently to the greatest number -f

participants. The tes,chers will bc trained in the techniques of

diagnosis, prescription, selection of materialS for specifIc needs,

monitoring student progress and management proeedures. All of the

relevant resources of LRA-UEI will be available during this training

period which will be held in advance of the opening of the centers for
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udents. The training will talze place in a fully equippad HILO with

local students pticipating Oa a limited basis for demonstration

purposes. Mine the teachers are in trainine, materials and equipment

will he deliver d to the schools In preparation for the esLablishment

of each of the RILC's in tbe seven school districts. All of the

costs of this training will be borns by the contractor.

The assistance provid d by the two field supervisors will

be augmented by LRA-SEI parsonnel in site visits thr ugl ut the

duration of the contract at the rate of the equivalent of six to

seven man days par month. Site visits will be more frequent during

the st ri-up period and throughout the early stages of the project.

The purpose of these visits is to

. assure quality control of the program

. provide needed assistance to t..e field supervisorS

and center teachers

maximize the effeetiven ss of the program for each

participating student in each of the districts

LRA-Utli will offer on an optional basis the opportunity fer

additiOnal teachers in each of the districts to be oriemited and

trained in 1111.0 techniques. One month after the HILC's are in operation

an invitation will be extended io as mmAy as six teachers to.visit and

Observe the program in operation.. Subseq4ntly on a once a month



basis for the remainder of the school year the teacher oparatng the

center will offer an after-school hours in-service training program

for these teaci.ors. The six parti 5.eting tccher s in e h rchoel will

be expected to volunteer 0.n4r after-school time since there will be

compensation hy the contractor for tbis training. This experience

eould serve a mmlber of valuable pu poses, such st

increasing understan ing and accepf-ahce of

the HILC's by the other professionals in the

choc

. facilitating the turnkey process at the begina

of fhe second year

improving the classroom teaching effectiveness

of those participating

pperation of the Centers

-During the first vcch fellewing the training program

the center teachers will focus on ropci. ir centers Lo become

operational the next week. Contractor conLailtants and field

supervisors will be on site dung Ulla we h. During the second

week students will begin pa ba phased into the centers and by

the third week all of the students to be served in the school Lill

be scheduled,and will begin regular attendance.

Students will attend tbe centers daily for instruction in
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It enables both student cud teacher to determine expeditimmly

the objectives c .ted to criLcrioi level, elapsed time, and

materials used in working on ths attainment of the objective. A

descriptia,i this ICP (Inventory for Continuous Progress) used

for intermediate mathematics is included in the APPENDIX. The

:iysteaused in reading will be similar to that in mathematics.

Additionally, students will graph their progress on appropriate

vocabulary, reading comprcho sion, sta.rjy skills and associated

reading skills for a minimum of 150 days. Individual testing and

treatment schedules will he determined for each . -1 in the best

interests of the student and the school program. At the beginning of

the program, students will be grouped and/or individually tested and

objectives will be outlined for each student. These will be trans-

lated into individual prescriptions for each student. Approximately

20-25 students will be scheduled into the center each hour of the

day in order to properly accomodate the 125 students in each school.

Students will attend during regular scheduled hours. Students will

also be able to earn extra time in the conters,as well,upon achieve

slant of agreed upon objectives within specified time limits.

Individual records of student proaess and achievemcnt will

be maintained by use of a self adr.inisterin system developád by LPA

which is based on thc Royal McBee card sort system. This system

facilitates accurate record keeping cud monitories by the tc
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forms that will be prwided as a motivating device tower(' the ful-

fillment of the individual contract they have developed with the

center, teacher. This technique has been used with a high degree

of suecess,in previous HILO projects.

Students will be expected to sign in aad out for each session

in the HILC. Attendance recprds wifi be reviewed c ntinuously as an

aid in identifying students who may be lagging in progress. Time

will be scheduled an individual basis during the regular day for

students to 'Mlate-up" lost time duee to absence or other reasons. If

it becomes necessary after school hour sessions may be held in

schools where it is feasible and bus schedules permit.

F. ObjectiveGuarantees and Cost Implications

Two fewAs ofobjectives form the basis of the communications

program and relate to the guarantees of aCliAivement.

Ter7lnal Ob-ectives

The terminal objectives are to he! measured by established

standardised tests to bc selected by agreement betx:een the contractor

and the school district project managers. We recommend the use of the

Stanford Achievement Test or the California Reading Test'. The two

major objectives are broadly defined as Reading Comprehension and T

Reading as indicated by the achievement test scores. The base flat Zee

for the delivery of these objectives in accord with the conditions
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described below is 757. of the total average maximum allowable per student

_i.e. $63.75.

Condition 1: the meau achievement scores for SOZ of the pupils wi
90 IQ's or bettor will be on_ yeae's increase in the
first six months.

Condition 2: the mean achievement
90 IQ's or better in

Conditi-n 3: for pupils in the 70
scores will show one

Esmtiagsasyla

sce17es for l57 of the pupils with
one year will be 1.5 year's increase.

- 90 IQ range, the mean achiaveiont
year's growth in one year.

1. For Cone ,ion 1, above, a lenus of $4 will be paid
above the flat fee for each pupil for each month
gained above that indicated.

A deduction of $4 will be made from the basic fee
under Condition 1 for each pupil for each month
below the base of one year gain in six months,

3. A bonus of $4 will be paid above the flat ,,. par

pupil for every month gain above 1.5 years gain
in one school year under Condition 2.

Interim Objectives

Included in the APPENDIX arc several of the interim behavioral

objectives and types of materials to be used in the High Intensity

Learning Centers coded to the Ta:,onomy of Instructional Treatmonts

(Figu .A). These obj :tives are samples taken from our comprehensive

lks of several hundred objectives in reading developed and com

by LRA-UEI personnel. The specific list of interim objectives to be

used is subject to agreement aa a result of consultation with each

school system's project manager. The contractor guarantees _ eh pupil
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will demonstrate proficienay on a batte-y of objectives selected

individually for each pupil based on his in-take diagnosis for a flat

fee of *21.25.

COntineeneies:

1. For each objective over Ole basic battery in
which each pupil-demonstrates proficiency, the
contractor will he awarded a bonus of $2 over
the flat fee of $21.25.

2. For every objective under the basic Lattory in
which the pupil does not demonstrate prof' i.cncy.
a penalty of *2 will bo deducted,From the _at

fee.

titio
The contractor will present to erica proj c manager three criterion

test items related to the performance objectives b th interim and

terminal) for each test item to be used. Testing on these iLema is to

be administered every sin weeks after tbc initial "start up" period.

Certain conditions relate to the use of the standardized tests.

These include:

1. The same test pre must La given post.

2. The sai level test E,iven pro must be given

post. For example, a pupil pre-tested on the

California Readlng Test jurlio high L vel cannot

be post-tented on a Califon ii School Level

because different levels of xLc "same" test ere
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not statsticallv fon- a coatinua,11, riicy

are in effect different tests.

Because we are dealing with an extreme end of the

curve, pre-tests must be u that level of

the test at which file pupil score3 near _ the mean

Given the level of achievement of the target pOpu-

lation, this will usually require a level of test

that was nomad for mfsters w' logical

ages below that of Ole target population. This

means that the absolute values of the scores are

Incorrect. But for the purpose of this contract

the standardized tests arc criteria for awarding

achievement contingencies based on growth, and for

this purpose the pre-post growth scores vill ha

accurate. To violate this condltion is, on one

hand, to penalize the contractor when extremely

lbW achievers gain but do not show on a post-test

at a higher grade level en the other hand to

penalize the Virginia schools by awarding the con-

tractor contingencies for simple statistical

regression to the mann.

It should be reemphasized that the eul:'a of students involve

in this project in each of the schools is too low to peruit a high
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level of COSL effeetiveness. If there were 250 Ftudcnts Ftrticipsting

at each school it would be feasible to provide the ..-fftu services and

guarantee similar levels of achievent tit about one and c half times

the quoted cost for the present project. IL should be noted, further,

that the costs of program opration in the second and subsequent years

will be signif'cantly below that of the first year since most of the

illcerials have been designe& to be not consumable with a life expectancy

of 3 to 5 years. In addition, start ul costs after the first year will

be minimal. Thus a very high level of cost effectiveness in the turakv

process can be guaranteed. The specific level will be de lined within

the fir t month after completion of this contract.

G. Facilities

This project will require a minis.um of one standard Sitr:;

classroom at each of the eighteen schools. With the exception of

the Jacox Junior High School in Norfolk all school districts have

indicated their ability to provide the required space. A portable

classroom or other suitable apace will be provided by the contractor

for the students at Jacox. Approximately 25 square feet per student

is the standard to be applied in deciding on rocm capacity.

The classrocms to be used for this project will be renewed to

provido an atmosphere in marked contrast to the usual school room.

Fe will make maximum use of available rouLfurnishings within this

concept. Each room will be freshly painted, if necearlry, arca corpets

110
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installed, air conditioned, and decorated with window draperies. EV-Ch

room will be outfitted with several comfortable lounge-type chairs,

office type desks, and conference tables, study car- 1' and bookcases

and file cabinets for display and storage of student learning materialb.

EOOMS will be equipped to accommodate apProximately 25 students.

Each room will require a minimum of five duplex electrical out-

lets to properly support the A-V equipment which will be used by the

students.

Audio equipment vill be used with bendsets to minimize distur-

bances to other stud_nts while the carrels will be equipped with scree

for comfortable viewing.

R. Learnin. aterials

The materi:ls used in oath EILC include large varieties of

software and some hardware currently available from dozens of publishers,

marlealcturers and soma such as TPI ere the result of national curriculum

studies. No oric publisher produces the entire system of materials at

this time. Among the materials included in tile a7-_-c-7, of commo cations

are: Niehigan Language Program (LtA), Barnell Loft Specific Skill Series,

SRA Labs, Random House Reading Pro7ram Programmed Book Conference,

Follett Social Studies, Random House Skiipacers, Doich Word Analysis Cardt,

Addisop Wesley Reading Development Kit.

The essential characteristic basic to all the materia _ s that

111
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each has been selected on the basis of at least three criteria:

4. The material is designed (or easily modifiable) to

allow the content, level and rate of learning to be

adjusted to each pupil with a 30-1 pupil-teacher retie.

2. The content is relevant first to the needs and secondarily

to the inte _s s of the pupils to be served.

Most of the material is el -directing and self-

correcting.

This Tr-It characteristic is of sigLificance since it provides

immediate feedback to the learner. Feedback has been shown to have

a positive impact on the motivat on of the learner for future involv-

meat in learuing activities. This factor coupled with carefully select,1

and prescribed learLng materials increases tte student's chance fur

successful achievement and frequently leads to increased motivation for

further learning.

Tao materials are ceded to seleeted crit -ia such Co3: skill,

level, mode 01 .rcsentaticn , lcosnis.j m)de, groop sise, media and-co

on. All of the meterinls aro !:uya0 to the attainment of specific

perform-nee-objectives in readi

The materials have h.sen modified so that they arc non-consuaelble.

Experience has indicated that they can be used for the most part without

significant replacement costs for a period of 3 to 5 year:, Al '. of the
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required equipment and materiels for the HiLC will be F-.:ovided by Ln.

The HILC offers the specific conbination of materi.ls in roadin E!, and

language arts in the appropriate quantities needed to intensify instruc-

tion for the target population of the eighteen Virginia schools.

I. _Results of_Experieu,:e wi Hp C t_s

Can high intensity instruction work- in couters or in regr

classrooms with 30-to-one pupil-teach-- ratios? The system dascribrd

here was designed for inner city ghetto classrooms serving scv,arely

retarded readers. Variations of High Intensity Learning Centers have

been used in such cleorroces all over the country with eNcellent

results. To satisfy skeptical conservatives, the system Was demonst ated

successfully with delinquent boys who wore severely retarded in reaching.

The system was also demonstrated for beginning reading in grades one

and two where, until recently, self directing materials were unavailable.

The system has operated successfully iu junior high schools in

Philadelphia, and New York, at R osevelt High School in the Bronx,

Westinghouse Vocational High School in Brooklyn and in elementary s

in Bedford Stuyvesant, Lower East Side and Harlem. An excellent system-

wide application is now underway in Ossining, New York under Mr. Frank

Crawford, ok.a of Dr. Cohen's gaduafc students. Figure E in a summary

df results generated.by some of these projects.

By definition, intensifying instruction prevents dyspedagogia.
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The data available from the above projects indicate this. For children

alreatte victims of dyspedngogie, intensified instruction is, therefore,

a prevention az well as a treatment.

III. PROJECT OFZATTON

A. Project lecm

Thp projecc team, with LP,A. assnminz overall responsibility,

has been spacially _ lected to meet the required disciplines and

ex erien e necessary for the success of a project of this sc

and nature. Total experience of the project staff includcs

curriculum development, instructional desicn, reading instruction,

evaluation design and implementation community relations, learning

center Operation and other relevant experience in schools, universities

industry and job corps pro ra

This chapter describes the project organization ena management,

highlights the qualifications of key personnel and des ribos informa-

tion exchange and quality control procedures. Complete resumes of

staff members are included in Chapter V on Corporate Background and

Experience.

The organization of the project team is shown in Figure F.

LRA will have overall-responsibility for the management, super-

vision, and coordination of the project and will work c/osely with

each ef the Virginia school districts and the State Department of

Edueation. Urban Ed. Inc. will be responsible jointly with LRA for

Pe



Figure F

FROJECI T1f.i.,1 ORGANIZATION

Project Director

Dr. Roy Stern (LRA)

LRA

F ula Barnak
Leo Brown
F. Coit Butler
Dr. Joseph Lipson
Dolores Ploore

Donald P. Smith
Diane Smith
if Wikaton

Urban Ed. Inc

Dr. S. Alaa Cohen
Anne ;:kicser

Dr. Madelon Stent

the training ofthe staff, establishment of the HILC's and the con-

tinuons monitoring of the program throughout the year. The following

paragraphs present brief vitae of key personnel.

Dr. Roy Stern of LRA, a curriculum developer and administrator

with a Ph.D. from New York University, will be the project director.

Dr. Stern has extensive relevant experience, hr.ving served with Door,

Allen and Hamilton, Inc., management consultants, and having trainud
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school personnel in pejcc incn t tcnnicincs. He has

cittensive cxnarian,_c iu the illiNIC.Jaliction of instrnel,lon

and in teacher tralninL;. Dr. Stern will pcovidc leadership

for all project v_Pol. His 20 years of cxparience in edvca,

tion is directly applicable to bis poect

Dr. Jose,,h Lipson of LPA, a physicist by training witb a

ph.D. from Unkversity of California at berIzelcy is a curriculum

designer with considerable enzperieuce in dnvalópmant of materials
,

for individualized instruction. Du was rcaponsible for the d velop-

ment of the IFI mathematiet iLateriala at the Learning Research and

Development Center at the University of Pittsburgh. Dr, Lipson

recently led a team of consultants in the Cosign of a completely

innovative school to be established in tho Washington, D. C. area,

Re ia a natio,'lly respected leadcs indiariduallzation of instruz-

Lion, che use of 1.erformance objectives and the developnlent of criterion

test items. Dr. Lipson hos influenced thc development of many teachers

and administrators through.training pr r ms in which he has participated.

Dr. Lipsen will be involved in the establishment of the learning centers

and in ehe tconitoring of program effectiveness.

Dr. Alan Cohen, Vice President of Urban Ed Inc. and Profeosor

and Directtor of the Reading and Language Arts Cenrer of the Gradua:e

School of Yeshiva University will bear major responsiblity for

establishing the high intensity learning centers and training the
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operatihg staff; Dr. Cohen was ohe of the founders of the war on

poverty program, Mobilization for Youth. lie has concentrated on research,

vlaterials and system developmont, writing and teaching in two major

areas; teaching reading to Cho disedvanteL.ed and learning

disabilities

Dr. Donald P. Smith, currently proessor at ersity

of Michigan and author of LRA's Michignn Lnnuno Program will

serve as a consultant on this project. Dr. Smith is a lender

tn the field of programmod instrn-tion end classroom monafcm:,nt

particularly as these areas relate to readirm, instruction. He

has served as a consultant for sevral national and state

organizations and many local school districts. Ile is responsible

for the training of a large number of clas:room teachers who have

demonstrated their effectiveness as instructional managers of

the learning proeess in reading.

B. Contractor-School S stem Information Exchange
Procedures

The procedures for assuring propr infor- tiou exchange

include periodic reports, meetins wiLb and visitatioa by non-

participating Virginia school dis,,:rict porsennol 8nd e project

newsletter.

Perio ic Reports

These will be made to the project manager every six weeks
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or other periods to generally co cld with the raperLing periods

of the seven school districts. These reports w).11 include:

An evaluation of the program of the onceding period

dealing with (1) the objectives specified and the extent

towhich they were attained, (2) student groath in

reading achievement spacial methodology or techuiquce

used, (4) problems, (5) relations with school pars

particularly regarding help received in dealing with

problems.

. A plan for the following period to include (1) objectives

set for the period ahead, (2) methods to be used in

reaching the obje vas, (3) any change in schedule of

students, (4) anticipated problems, h. lp that might

be needed from the schoel system.

Nectin s With Teachers and_Admintrators

Three times during the project at each school,the center

teacher and field supervisor will conduct meetings for regular

sehool'district personnel. The meetiims will Int designed

to inform teachers on what we aro doing and how we are doing

it. The entire staff at each seh--- will be invited to attend

these meetings. Participants would have the chance duringthe

second half of each two hour meeting to separate into small

iia
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groups to discuss in greeter letail any asLects of the project

of special interest to them. This uill be an opporLunity for

the professional staff to feecibach into the 5vCtenl as w 11 as

for them to bec me better infemm--2d on the projeet'.s operation.

Similar meetings tjill be held with building administrators.

Administrative role end interaction wi-th the project will be stre,- d

in these meetingsalong with the information exchange. Among the

major purposes of these meetings aic the smooth interrelation of

the project with the on-going school activities and prep_ration

of personnel for the turnkey process whiCh is to follow.

Personnel who hay_ participated in these meetings gill be

encouraged to visit and observe the program in action. Administrat

will be requested to cooperate in making this possible fur their

teachers. These activities will be in addition to the optional

training program previously described for a limited number of

teachers in the section on Personnel in Chapter II.

AS preltiouely indicated we highly recommend similar meetings

for parents. The contractors will be pleased to cooperate svith the

schools in participating in this effort.

Project Newsletter

Three times der..ing the period of this project the contractor

will prepare a newsletter for distribution to school personnel

and community leaders. The newsletter will be designed to
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broadly :-_,:form ics radcrs of ti tare of tb ct the 'people

involved, the participaraS the p and invile inquiVV3 food-

hack and visitation.

C. Contractor Evaluation and 1Q,jal.Progns

Evaluation and quality control be provided ihrouzh

contInuoos rsanitorin and suparvision of tra project and project

oparaCion staf by senior u_embes of the coatractor's or ani.,:ation.

The on-site supervisor will raenitor prol;rom an6 porsonnel

on a reF,ular basis ohile senior staff of LEX, and Urban Ed Inc

will do so on a monthly schodule Re low will consist of:

evaluation of individual and group

against the objectives.

.yess

identification of students progrcssin at levels in

discord with expectancy.

planning of techniques to de I with contingencies

and particularly with the special needs of individual

participants.

observation of proj-:..ct operation staff in performance

of their functions.

This type of review is aimed at maintaining and upFrading the
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quality of the project through recommendations for use-L,d modifica-

tions. Senior staff members of the coatractors will discuss any

major changes recommended with the project manager to assure agreement

and support.

PROJECT NANNING SPECIFICATIONS

The manpower rcquirutis arc deeerihad in this chap!'cr,

in relation to the schednJle for "start el." activities and the

continuing activities for the duration of the project.

A. "Start Ul" Activities

We will be prepared to initiatc.psojcst activities within

two to three weeks after the contract :is awarded.

The proposed sequence of activities and manpower needs

relevant to the early stages of the project follow. LEA-VEI

estimated manpower requirements are.indieated in parentheseu in

terms of man-day equivalents. Figure G summarizes the tasks, and

Cho approximate schedule.

Tad%

laterview and select eighteen project staff members
to serve as center teachers and two field super-
visors from pools provided by the seven districts
(12 - 14 man-days)

2. Orientation and training of two ricia supervisors
(5 man.Ldays) 1 week

glapsed
Time

2 weeks
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Intensive training of teachers to operate HILCts
(10 man-days) 1 week

4. Set up and equip High intensity Learnine Centers
at each school
(10 man-days)

5. Students beg-1n to bo phased into NILC's and are
tested,their needs diagnosed and materials pre-
scribed
(10 - 14 man-days)

Concentrated assistanee and support for teachers
at each HILC by field supervisors and LRA-UEI
personnel
(20 man-days)

7. All participating students rep ly to

The schedule is designed so that at tfin beginning

2 weeks

2 weeks

1 wec .

Remainder of
school ynt

the fourth week of-the project somu students will begin tiru-

tion in Li HILC's. By the end of the sixth week all studunus

will be reporting on a regular basis to the HILC's for reading

instruction.

As indicated in Figure C severs] different activities will

be occurring simultanc usly. For cr---riplo, while interviews are

being held with teacher cand:Wates Lb kield supervisors will be

involved in orientation and training. 'While interviewing of

staff and training are taking place.materials and equipment will

be delivered to each school and the HILC's will b "sot up" and

readiea for operation.

It is crucial to the cost cffecLvonesa of this project that
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students be scheduled in any given school to provide a cri al

mass, within the existing constraints of the RFP. Thus, scheduling

of studsnts should be done so that approximately 25 students are

sch led for the HTLC each hour of the school dsi. Thin will errabl

the center to properly servo the 125 students during the five to

six working hours of'Llie usual school day as well as allow tima for

movement of students, make-up work due to absence and incentive time

for those progressing well sud dcsirint; additional opportunity.

E. cntau1ng Pro e t Activities

'The contil,in3 activities include all the aspects of

individualized instruction wit:1 Lho psrticipoting studants,

coordination, supsrvision ssd liaison with the center staff

and local school personnel and cs. luntion rnd quality control.

Though the center ic:cCIJCit5 Will COai;ituu to be employees of the

loc 1 district and continue to be considered as such th y will

be expected to take their direction relevant to center operations

from the project field supervisors and/or LRA-UEI personnel,

Every effort will be mode on the part of the contractor to assure

harmony with the on-going school operations and personnel. Foteutial

problem areas will be thoroughly discussed well in advance with the

local school district's project manager to assure a high level of

correlation of acttuitics between school and project opetation.

Aftet2 the first six weeks of project activity the field
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supervisors will begin a regular schedule of visits to each of the

centers. The proposed manpower allocaUon for this project will

enable them to visit each center for ot-1 day approximately once

every other week. They will be 011 call t respond to special needs

of any center on short notice. In addition IZA-UEI personnel will

make site visits throughout the cer. These will be more frequent

during the first few months of the p 'eet sad generally decrease

in number as the project prozreoscs. .LRADEI persolnel will make

field visits to Che centers eqoivaleut to six to seven man-days-

per month over the poriod of the contract which is estimated at

approximately eight and a half months. During this time the IRA-UEI

personnel will evaluate, monlvor, 005u2c quslity coutrol,

part:tape in information exthann and treinin3 mectinLe

with operatonl taff nd with teacher and a(!-Auistrati.v.:

representatives of each of the setools.

Part-time clerical ass a ancc is exptcted to he provided

ach IIILC by the local school.

CORPORATE BACKGROUND

rech of the two sections of this chaptcr describes the

background, objectives and previou .expericnce of each of the

two participating erganisations,of the consortium and includes

resumes of ths key per6 nnel.
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A. LoarnSal,l_R!...so x1-1 Ast.:115,q.c;i

/earning Research Asseciatcs, Inc. was organized by Lee

D. Drown in 1968 as a subsidiary of Univer al Ldueati _ Corporation,

New York, Now York. Itsmubjactveware two-fold:

The desi,sn lopx.zat, validation, production Enid

profes nal disseminati n of innovative learning and

teaching materials for elemantary and secondary

schools.

2. The provision of consulting services and in-service

training programs to schools, education-related

agen ies, and other youth-zerving organizations.

In the area of materials developmont, LRA's initial fields of

neentration are coiaictioa skills with emphasis on reading,

mathematics, science, end social science. Its learning and teaching

materials have the following e7-traeteristics:

Development of specific.student performance objectives

and porforinaiLce tashs for naximuis student and teacher

feedback, and for practical, effective evaluition.

Emphasis on active student involvement with the

"stuff" of learning, with eoneomitant emphasis on

active :ncher involvemsnt throu,gh diagnosis _and

.127
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proseriptinn.

Maximum of teachnr and learner strategies

to achieve desired student nrformanc

Teacher training and Coe training of hieltly professionel

consulting and ra::,..1:etlnu ,nn3l to implcic.3nt Che

educational desian

System analyis and functional desiga in term

tashs, production c mmitents, and "closed l p" systems

of quality control and checkout.

Multi-media options that include a vidc variety of

rclativay inexpensive equipment and material, including

audio-visual and manipulative.

Emphasis on problem-solving as a learning str

. Emphasis upon continuous student progross.

egy-

. Field testing and validation of products in school settings

during prototype and revised prototype design stages.

LRA's professional staff con 'sts of sixteen full-tima

people and twelve full-tiiia and part-time consultants. In addition

it has direct access to twelve full-time professionals and eight
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pnrt-tima colu.ulLzmIs 1,11.Je13 or Uniwrvnl Education

Corporation Ir-tional f.visory 1urd, inelne!ing Wilbur

Cohen, currently Dean of tile School of tducetion, The Universit-.)

of Michigan, and forfAer Sceret:ury ef Dee ! Education =:Id Welfare;

Robert Glaser, Dire tor of , Research and t Center,

The University of Pittsburgh; hiritin Dzvtch, Director of tke

Institute for Deveiopncutal Studies, Ecw Yorb University; Bayard

Bustin, Executive Director of the A. Philip Randolph Institute;

and Myrtle McGraw, Chairman of the Dopartm4,nt of Developmental

rsyehology at Briarcliff College.

The professional staff includes three maj,eaaticians, one

physicist, two reeding aud English specialists, one biol gist,

one educational psychologist and one sociologist. Additionally,

twelve staff uembers bave had teaching and school administrative

experience, ranging from limf.ted to extensive experience at all

grade levels. Finally, of the pr --"!sional staff, thirteen have

waster's degrees and nine'havc doctLIates. All professional staff

members are familiar with, and most have practical experience in

the development of performance objectives and performance tasks

based on observable, measurable student hchaviore in basic skills

and key concepts in all major curriculum areas. Most professional

statf members are familiar with the techniques and problems of

Systems analysis and management, inclt'dir plannIng, prograroming
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and budgeting systems, PERT and Coat system nnd charts. Since

Learning Research %-sociaucs, Inc. is less than two ye 7S old as

an organization, its experience A rulccd proje s is limited.

However, key 7taff 1.ha we.A.d ha directly involved in

Virginla Proje-, "Onarcnierd Siud.mtt. Ac7.1ivomenf: in Reading

Through Oi:ration of Accelerated Ac.1.1ealAcnt Eenteos" 1

rlirected and/or had "Landse.a"

related projects:

Individually Proscribed
Instruction (iPI) --
Oakleaf and Baldwin-
Whitehall School:-,
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

Individually Prescribed
Instructiôn(1PI)

va Schools, Ft. Lauderdale,
Florida

- ia the following

Ilia

A totally nos sysCcin involving
diagnosis of student perfoimance
in elementary meth?maties and -

scienoe, and prescriptive
activitiAs and learnins materials
based en student performance
objectives vas developed, valideted,
and installd at Oakleaf and
Baldwin-Vhitehall schools under the
auspices of the Learning Research
and Development Center, University of
Pittsburgh, sponsored by. the U.S. Ofie,.
of Education.

An extension and improvement of the
original IPI system which utilizes
lgernin g. activity packages (LAPS).

.

MPS consist of 20 to 100 pages
representing a private learning
plan'for the individual student and
includes student study guides,
suggested resources and self
evaluation sections. Instructional
goals are stated in behavioral
terms at the beginning of each
LAP and various ways for the
student to reach the goals are
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Inventory for_Continuous
ProiTress in Mattics
developed by-LRA

IlannIns
U.
_ Fot Lincoln-'ano Termn
(District of ColumLin
Fublic Schools)

Fluuing e Complete

VeTY176fiTiEd--(Nc,1
York City)

Trainin. School Admin-
lp_pratilrla in Froject
Management Techniques
(Now Jersey Urban
Development Counci1)

suggested. Developed for K-12
it all the major subject Areas.

An individuAlized irtstruetional
system usinc key sort c.arJs,
performance objectives, criterion
refercnced tests (pre & pest), and
a wide variety of learning activit-
ies and materials. It is-sclf-
directins and self-correctin,f, and
provides the student and tacher
with continuous monitoriu end
imediaLe feedback.

cempleto educational systert for
the v.cesed 11:-w er;-1,,nit,y of

Fort Lincoln for nu estimated
10,000 students, az-..,es 3 to lf;, inO
p1 te.nly3 process involved pnrents
nnd students, r:11,f; mat' hnsed on
studcnt perfc-mz:ace objectives and
rolstotl performance L.:sits in all
major :urricuiut areas, specifically
developed for tho project.

This cull7i'nt pro'ject fovoives
dosi,,juin a complete educational
system for an education complex on
Velfnrc Island (in the Cunt River
next to'Nauhatten) in Nem ':ork City.
The design is beccd oe student
performaxe oLjectives end related
perfolliule tasks in all major
curriulom areas.

Administrators wore tra.ined in project
management techniques for effective and
efficient planning ancPcxecntion of
educational programs. Lech partici-
pating school district developed a
network plan (PERT or CFM) for alloca-
tion of all-resourees, a time schedule
and constraints.



Training Tcachers and
Administt,ato_rs_in_ tho
Development of Perform-
ance ObjectiVes and
Criteion Items for
Elementary and Secondary
Students (Essexville-
Hampton, Michigan Public
Schools)

UP-Ining_Teachers and
Administrators in Indiv-
idualization of Instruction
(LRA Institutes on Indivi-
dualization of Instruction)

Dosjc,n wI Tvaluation,pf
a PI-EL:lent to Increase Civr

"Achievement: of Ninth Graders
Ratarded Three to Six Years
In Reading and MatheMatics
(Ncrristown, New Jersay -
Acdamic Advancement Project)

Curriculum DevelopTraci and
ELogram Oceration-.RD;S
Eroject. (Chicago, YMCA and
U. S. Department of Labor-

District personnel oriented tot% d,
and practicing individualized
instruction, produced learning units
and criterion items at their instruct-
ional level in subject areas of their
choice. Key administrators became
leaders in dissemination of the con-
cept and practice of iudivi'duAltsed
instruction in their cr7n district and
in viler Michigan school systems.

it-

Workshop-inetitures r,present e
model for Individualization of
Instruction. Teachers and
administrators participate for
three days by use of pre and port
tests, :erformancn objectives,
prescribed learning activities,
adaptation and selectio of
curriculum materials, Mc
experience is designed to bc
practical and lead to

.Pcsliate implementation
in.tha schools.

A special progr:m currently
in progress using indiVidualizod
tochnicoes.and a multi-media
approach integrating readine-,
mathematics, scienee and social
studies to motivate students to
greater achievement and improved
attitude toward learning and
set ool.

Organized and directed nationally
knova group of teachers and
teacher-trainers in the develop-
ment of reading and matThematics
curricula for high School drop-
outs in the city of Chicago.



Evaluation ofpupil Pers,.,oel
and Educational Administra-
tion Proorams for the Bureau
of Education Professions
Development of the U. S. Office
of Education (Washington, D.C.)

Refrenees

Project and LRA Staff Member

1. IPI Oakleaf and Baldwin-
Whitehall (Dr. Josenh
Lipson)

2. IPI - :ova Sahools
(Dr. Joseph Lipson)

Fort Lincoln A Nat,: Imn
Project (Dr. Joseph Lipson)

4. Welfare Island Project
(Dr. .joseph Lipson)

5. New Jersey Urban Schools
Development Council
(Dr. Roy Stern)

Performed supar visory and teactang
functions for field= testing and
totollor- training purpecos . Project
pre-dated CPO and is still considered
one of the outstanding programs in
the U. S. in toms of drop-outs
who returned to school or secured
gainful employment.

An evaluation, now in progross,of
two programs of the BILPD involving
development of comprehensive pro-
gram deseriptions, statement of
program objectives in performance
terms followed by a monitoring and
impact evaluation. Program escess-
ment and Omprovement are the prime
goalswf this project.

.Person to Contact

Dr. John Bolvin
Learning Research ancl Development
Center

University of Pittsburgh

Dr. Abraham Fischler
Nova University
Ft. Lauderdale, Florida

J. Weldon Greene
Public Schools
Washington, D. C.

Mrs. Felicia Clark
Urban Development Corporation
1345 Avenue of AmricLs
New York, New York 10019

Mr. Ray Milam, Exec. Directo_
N..J. U.S.D.C.
Trenton, New Jermy
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6. AAP - Mbrrist07a; N. J.
(Dr. Roy Stern)

7. Essexville-Hampuon Project

Dr, Rovr Wrzbzr
A.scifAnnt to the CoLl!iisriuni.:

of Educatzion
NexTJerscy State Dept. of Educav;,oA
Treuton, Raw Jersoy
or
Williom Kogen, Principal
Morristowa, Ne Jersey

Mr. Robert Boston


